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Abstract: In today's dynamic environment, businesses can compete and maintain their sustainability through
innovation-focused innovative activities. Therefore, the impact of disruptive innovations, which eliminate
competitors from the market, has become more visible. While implementing disruptive innovation activities,
businesses may face factors that can influence them. These factors are identified in the literature as individual and
organizational factors. Approaches to disruptive innovation activities may differ depending on the structural
characteristics of businesses and the perspectives of managers. This study aims to examine the relationship between
the structural characteristics of businesses and disruptive innovation. The research population consists of medium-
sized businesses producing construction machinery in Ankara, and the sample group consists of managers working
in these businesses. Data were collected from lower, middle, and upper-level managers in 140 businesses using
simple random sampling and a survey method. The hypotheses established in the study were tested using one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA). In this context, significant differences were found between the company's founding
year, legal structure, type of production, the unit driving innovation, and experience within the business and
disruptive innovation. Analysis findings show that there is no significant difference between the type of market,
level of competition, manager's position and work experience of the business and disruptive innovation.
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Isletmenin Yapisal Ozellikleri ile Yikic1 inovasyon iligkisi: Bir Alan Arastirmasi

Oz: Giiniimiiz dinamik g¢evre kosullarinda isletmelerin rekabet edebilmesi ve siirdiiriilebilirligini saglamasi
inovasyon odakl1 yenilik¢i faaliyetlerle miimkiindiir. Bu nedenle rakiplerin piyasadan elenmesine neden olan yikici
inovasyonlarin etkisi daha goriiniir hale gelmistir. Isletmeler yikici inovasyon faaliyetlerini gerceklestirirken
kendisini etkileyebilecek faktorlerle karsi karsiya kalabilmektedir. Bunlar bireysel ve orgiitsel faktorler olarak
literatiirde yer almaktadir. Isletmelerin yapisal 6zelliklerinden ve ydneticilerin bakis agilarindan yikict inovasyon
faaliyetlerine yaklagim farklilik gdsterebilir. Bu ¢alisma, igletmelerin yapisal ozellikleri ile yikici inovasyon
arasindaki iligkiyi incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Aragtirma ana kiitlesini Ankara ilinde is ve ingaat makinesi tiretimi
yapan orta biiyiikliikteki isletmeler, 6rneklem grubunu da bu isletmelerde gérev yapan yoneticiler olusturmaktadir.
Aragtirma verileri basit tesadiifi drnekleme tiirii ve anket yontemiyle, 140 igletmenin alt, orta ve {ist diizey yonetim
kadrosunda gorev yapan yoneticilerden toplanmistir. Arastirmada kurulan hipotezler, tek yonlii varyans (ANOVA)
analizi ile test edilmistir. Bu baglamda, isletmenin kurulus yil1, hukuki yapis, iiretim tiirii, inovasyonu yonlendiren
birim ve isletmedeki tecriibe ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamli farkliliklarin yer aldig: tespit edilmigtir. Analiz
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bulgulari, isletmenin pazar tiirti, rekabet diizeyi, yoneticinin pozisyonu ve is tecriibesi ile yikici inovasyon arasinda
anlaml bir fark olmadigini gostermektedir.
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Introduction

In intensely competitive market conditions, businesses' ability to stand out from their competitors
depends on their disruptive innovations. Disruptive innovation is defined as the innovation process that
allows small businesses with limited resources to compete with established large firms (Christensen et
al., 2015). In this process, businesses keep the costs of their products low to maintain their existence. In
this context, they pursue a strategy that aims to neutralize their competitors by reducing their market
share. Disruptiveness is an innovative force that not only changes demand but also propels the industry
in a desired direction. It maintains its relevance in markets where competition intensifies, consumer
demands and expectations change, and innovations quickly become obsolete (Erol & Saydan, 2023). By
leveraging this power, businesses aim to ensure the longevity of the products or services they offer to
their customers. This, in turn, unlocks the capability for disruptive innovation.

While many ideas and strategies have emerged over time, few have been as effective and enduring
as disruptive innovation (IMD, 2025). Disruptive innovation is an innovation that makes products or
services more affordable for unwanted or overlooked markets (Dayioglugil, 2023). Unlike sustainable
innovation, which focuses on improvements for existing customers, it addresses new customer needs or
creates new markets (Medley, 2025). With this strategy, businesses can displace competitors from their
existing market space by continuously providing value and new markets to their customers (Cote, 2022).

Numerous studies exist in the literature on the factors that can affect businesses' disruptive
innovation capabilities. Christensen (1997), who introduced the concept of disruptive innovation, and
subsequent field studies indicate that many factors influence this capability. These studies generally
address the impact of internal and external environmental factors on disruptive innovation. Outside of
the business: While government support, external knowledge sources, and collaboration with venture
partners were examined, the impact of innovation willingness within the company, internal innovation
resources, organizational structure, and strategic support was examined (Vertakova et al., 2016; Chen et
al., 2017; Wang et al., 2021; Jie & Bhaumik, 2023). When examining the studies on the relationship
between the structural characteristics of the company and disruptive innovation, it was observed that
there is a limited number of studies in the foreign literature and no studies have been conducted in
Tiirkiye in this area. These studies have examined the relationship between some of the structural
characteristics of the companies (size, age, performance, strategy, etc.) and disruptive innovation. This
study will combine the structural characteristics discussed in the literature to examine the relationship
with disruptive innovation. A research study will be designed to examine the relationship between the
company's year of establishment, legal structure, type of production, market type, level of competition,
the unit driving innovation, the manager's position, experience in the company, and work experience
with disruptive innovation.

It is believed that this research can contribute to increasing the disruptive innovation capability,
an important strategic practice in the competitiveness and sustainability of businesses. It is also
anticipated that it will fill the gap in the literature in this field and provide guiding findings for future
research in Tirkiye.

Conceptual Framework

Innovation, derived from the Latin word "innovatus" originally means the use of new methods in
society, culture, and management. Webster's Dictionary defines innovation as a new and different
outcome. In literature, the term refers to an economic and social process based on differentiation and
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change (Elci & Karatayli, 2008). It focuses on the outcome rather than the innovation itself. Innovation
is a process or creative innovation practice that incorporates the concepts of novelty and creativity.

Disruptive innovation, as a type of innovation, is the process of a previously unavailable product
or service that renders the techniques, processes, and technologies used by competitors obsolete, thus
changing the competitive market in its own direction (Sakaryali, 2014). With this advantage, the new
product or service can be a good alternative to others. Therefore, a company can enter a new market
with lower costs and ease of use (Schmidt & Druehl, 2008). As a concept, it was first introduced by
Clayton M. Christensen (1997) in his book "The Innovator's Dilemma". It has entered the literature for
the first time. The concept's origins stem from why businesses that are successful in their respective
sectors eventually fail. The focus is that maintaining the choices that made them successful without
making any changes can lead to future failures. In this context, businesses that initially perform poorly
can, over time, prioritize the needs of their target customer base, leaving established large enterprises
vulnerable (Gans & Kaplan, 2017).

Innovation that leads to disruptive impact is divided into two types based on its market formation.
The first is low-quality disruptive innovation in the existing market. In this method, businesses launch
products at low quality and price. This offering initially fails to improve product performance. However,
it subsequently attempts to attract customers who need it within the original value network and are
expected to generate profits (Sacle & Eggen, 2017). This segment is seen as the profitable segment of
the market, where customer expectations are low (Matibidi, 2019). The second form of disruptive
innovation is high-quality disruptive innovation in the new market. Businesses attempt to reach potential
customers who might use the innovation but are not currently considered consumers. Therefore, to stay
in the market, they introduce simpler and more economical-looking products. Performance can also
improve over time (Frohman, 2015). Disruptive products can be introduced to foreign markets by
opening a new market or capturing competitors' market share (Lin, 2018). In this context, identifying
and positioning their disruptive innovations in existing markets first provides them with the opportunity
to acquire the necessary capital and knowledge. This then allows them to transition to the new market
by improving product performance. Conversely, businesses entering a new market with a completely
different product may skip this transition (Reagan, 2014). Structural characteristics of businesses can
help determine which type of disruptive innovation to use. Structural characteristics of new entrants,
such as limited knowledge and skills of managers, low levels of competition, and low market share, may
necessitate disruptive innovation in the existing market. Businesses that have been operating in the
industry for many years, have strong legal structures, and have extensive managerial experience strive
to introduce their disruptive innovations in the new market and at a high quality.

The literature has identified numerous individual and organizational factors that can influence
disruptive innovation. This study specifically examines the impact of organizational structural
characteristics on these factors. The main approaches in this context are presented below. Thomond et
al. (2003) stated that a lack of strategic awareness, a lack of creative opportunity creation or recognition,
an inability to finance the launch of disruptive ideas, and inadequate management of ideas can all impact
disruptive innovation capabilities. The capabilities of the units or individuals driving innovation within
a company can be influential in managing this process. Viellechner & Wulf (2010) examined the factors
shaping disruptive innovation in established companies. They identified insufficient knowledge about
innovation, a low self-perception, a mismatch between the company's internal and external
environments, and financial concerns as managerial factors affecting disruptive innovation. Differences
in the type of production in the company's market and managers' future perspectives may also play a
role in this. Brewer & Gajendran (2011), Nagji & Tuff (2012), and Meijer (2017) found that individual
knowledge and capabilities, collective knowledge and capabilities, the operating process within the
industry or sector, and financial and regulatory factors influence disruptive innovation. The structural
characteristics of the business examined in this study can influence these factors. Businesses with a long
history of establishment, strong legal structures, and managers with extensive work experience can
influence disruptive innovation capabilities. In another study, Markeviciute (2017) examined individual
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and organizational factors affecting disruptive innovation. Individual factors include insufficient
knowledge of the market, competitors, and customers, as well as managers' insufficient professional
experience and lack of practical experience. Organizational factors include business structure, corporate
governance value network, investments, resources, heterogeneity, organizational lethargy, bureaucracy,
and policies. Considering the combination of both individual and organizational capabilities for the
ability to develop disruptive innovation, it is considered that the structural characteristics of the business
can influence this process. Therefore, the adaptation of individual managers and organizational
structures can have a disruptive impact.

Through disruptive innovation, businesses strive to become leaders in their markets. In doing so,
they strive to consider the expectations of managers and employees internally and customers and
stakeholders externally. As a result, large-scale businesses often cede emerging markets to smaller,
newer businesses. This market environment increases the viability of new entrants, and their cost
structures can tolerate lower profit margins. While this process creates an opportunity for established
businesses with all these advantages and disadvantages, it also heralds a crisis that threatens established
businesses (Christensen, 2018).

Businesses may also face the threat of disruptive innovation from their competitors. This threat
could eliminate competition in the sector or motivate businesses to renew and invest. To combat
disruptive innovation that could destroy them, businesses are expected to avoid developing strategies
based on competition and instead pursue disruptive innovations. Therefore, investing in human
resources and R&D can be a strategic step (Saydam, 2016). In this context, for businesses to successfully
manage the disruptive innovation process, it is crucial to recognize the opportunities and threats in their
environment and adapt to changes. To achieve this, it is believed that defining and, when necessary,
restructuring structural features will be crucial.

Literature Review

Disruptive innovation is a crucial strategic step in a company's competitiveness and sustainability.
The disruptive nature of innovations depends on the convergence of a number of determining factors
within a company's environment. Literature studies have addressed the factors affecting disruptive
innovation. The findings revealed in these studies, along with the extent to which the structural
characteristics of the company examined in this study can influence disruptive innovation, are presented
below.

Disruptive innovation emerges alongside technological changes. Newly established businesses
are more likely to utilize current technologies. This characteristic drives them to innovate. With the
proliferation of digital tools and equipment, they take more flexible and agile steps. However,
established businesses may resist the adoption of new technologies, hindering the transition to digital
transformation. Indeed, Nawaiseh (2020) states that newly established businesses can create new jobs,
achieve local growth, and develop new procedures. This development leads to more profitable and rapid
growth compared to previously established businesses. Furthermore, Park et al. (2010) found that the
age of the business has an inverse effect on growth rate. In this context, it is thought that the year a
company is established may influence its ability to engage in disruptive innovation, as disruptive
innovation can contribute to business growth.

One of the necessary conditions for a business to engage in disruptive innovation is its legal
structure. This structure determines the business's size, decision-making speed, and risk-taking
propensity. Sole proprietorships and limited liability companies, which have a flexible and small-scale
structure, are faster and less bureaucratic in their decision-making processes, allowing them to innovate
continuously. On the other hand, joint-stock companies require a more rigid structure and approval
process for decision-making and risk-taking (O'Reilly & Tushman, 2004). Disruptive innovation
inherently involves risk. This requires a flexible structure and rapid decision-making. Tidd & Bessant
(2018) conducted a study examining the impact of legal structure on investment decisions. They stated
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that the faster the decision-making process, the faster the innovation process. Therefore, it is considered
that the legal structure of a business can influence disruptive innovation.

Through disruptive innovation, a company strives to meet the needs of existing customers and
potential future customers in the market. To achieve this, it strives to utilize flexible production methods
that can easily adapt to new technologies (Christensen, 1997). Flexibility enables the production of
customer-specific, specialized products. This supports the information gathering and trial processes for
the source of disruptive innovation. On the other hand, a mass-produced company remains tied to
existing business models due to large-scale investments and high fixed costs. Therefore, the transition
to disruptive innovation slows down (Pisano, 2015). Rayna & Striukova (2016) argue that traditional
manufacturing companies require substantial investments, while companies using 3D printing
technology create a disruptive impact through low-volume, custom production. In this context, the type
of production within a company can influence disruptive innovation.

Disruptive innovation begins in low-profitable market niches. These areas, overlooked and
avoided by established companies, create opportunities for new companies (Markides, 2005). The
market type is seen as the location where innovation begins and develops. Emerging markets
transformed by digitalization are the most suitable environments for disruptive innovation. In these
markets, customer expectations and technological needs are rapidly evolving (Gans et al., 2018). Local
markets in which a company operates often act as a protectionist, resisting new innovation. On the other
hand, national and international markets embrace technological change and strive for rapid
development. In this context, a company's market type can influence disruptive innovation.

The level of competition within a company's sector and market is one of the critical environmental
factors that can affect its potential for disruptive innovation. The intensity of competition determines a
company's propensity to take risks, its decision to invest in new technologies, and its willingness to
innovate. In a low-competition environment, companies may not feel the need to innovate because they
achieve high profit margins with existing products and services. In a high-competition environment,
however, while in some cases they may be forced to implement new technologies and innovate, they
may also hesitate to undertake risky and uncertain disruptive innovations due to short-term performance
pressures (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). Indeed, Aghion et al. (2005) studied the relationship between
competition and innovation, finding that low and intense competition reduces innovation, while
moderate competition increases it. In this context, a company's level of competition can influence
disruptive innovation decisions.

To respond to environmental changes in disruptive innovation, the company's management team
strives to obtain accurate information from information sources. Therefore, the company's position is
crucial in deciding which innovations will adapt to new technologies and be introduced to the market.
Furthermore, user-focused innovation units strive to bring low-cost and accessible disruptive
innovations to market based on customer needs (Govindarajan & Kopalle, 2006). The decision on which
innovations will be introduced to the market is made by the units or individuals driving the innovation.
This point becomes crucial for the success of disruptive innovation. Indeed, Chen et al. (2017) identified
that factors affecting disruptive innovation can occur both within and outside the company. Externally,
government support, external information sources, and collaboration with capitalists are considered
factors, while internally, the company's willingness to innovate, innovation resources, strategic support,
and organizational structure independence are stated to influence disruptive innovation. Through
disruptive innovation, the company attempts to attract its competitors' customers in the market. To
achieve this, they use information resources to identify needs and meet demands. At this point, the
managers' positions and their desire to succeed in the innovation process become crucial. In this context,
the position within the company and the willingness of the units or individuals driving innovation can
influence disruptive innovation.

Managers' previous and internal business experience play a significant role in disruptive
innovation, which a company will implement as a strategic step. Experience gained in different sectors
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and business models is a significant advantage in evaluating disruptive innovations (Eggers & Kaplan,
2009). Indeed, Vecchiato (2017) states in his study that managers' knowledge and experience can
influence market selection, enhancing disruptive innovation capabilities and firm performance. A
company strives to meet the needs of customers not in its core market for products or services and then,
through improvements, to meet the demands of customers in its own market (Schmidt & Druehl, 2008).
In this process, disruptive products or services can be developed, and quality can be increased through
rapid production (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). In this context, it is believed that managers' internal
and external work experience can influence disruptive innovation capabilities.

The literature review reveals that many studies have been conducted on the factors affecting
disruptive innovation, as presented above. A firm's structural characteristics, one of these, directly or
indirectly influence its disruptive innovation capabilities. This relationship determines how a firm
responds to environmental changes and manages the resources that generate innovations. The findings
in these studies reveal the environmental factors associated with disruptive innovation. The few studies
that explore the relationship between a firm's structural characteristics and its structural characteristics
include findings related to specific structural characteristics. This study will examine the firm's structural
characteristics in a holistic manner. This holistic approach is believed to significantly contribute to the
development of a firm's disruptive innovation strategies. In this context, the relationship between a firm's
structural characteristics and disruptive innovation will be explored, drawing on the theoretical
foundations and empirical research outlined above.

Research Methodology

Businesses engage in innovation to ensure sustainability in competitive environments. In this
process, they seek to expand their customer portfolios as a strategy to establish superiority over their
competitors. Therefore, they develop disruptive innovation capabilities to adapt to environmental
changes and digital transformation. The literature encompasses studies on the factors affecting
disruptive innovation. This study will examine the relationship between a business's structural
characteristics and disruptive innovation. A study was designed to examine the extent to which a
business's structural characteristics impact disruptive innovation as a whole. It is believed that the
findings from this research can contribute to businesses' disruptive innovation strategies.

Method

The research was conducted with white-collar employees working in lower, middle, and upper-
level management positions in medium-sized businesses that manufacture construction machinery in
organized industrial zones in Ankara. Their responses to the structural characteristics of their businesses
and the frequency of their disruptive innovation practices will be collected to investigate the relationship
between structural characteristics and disruptive innovation.

Model and Hypotheses of the Research

Change-oriented and innovative businesses are more likely to allocate resources and utilize their
capabilities to develop disruptive innovation. These businesses utilize contemporary research techniques
to gain in-depth and transformative insights into customer needs. These research involves listening to
customers and developing innovation based on feedback (Slater & Mohr, 2006). Assink (2006) found
that a company's structural characteristics and managers' process mismanagement influence its ability
to innovate. This study, drawing on the theoretical foundation and research findings presented in the
literature, will attempt to determine the relationship between a company's structural characteristics and
disruptive innovation. The research model and hypotheses presented in Figure 1 are presented to
determine this relationship.
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Figure 1. Research Model
H;: There is a significant difference between the year of establishment and disruptive innovation.
Ha: There is a significant difference between the legal structure and disruptive innovation.
Hs: There is a significant difference between the type of production and disruptive innovation.
Ha: There is a significant difference between the market type and disruptive innovation.
Hs: There is a significant difference between the level of competition and disruptive innovation.

Hg: There is a significant difference between the unit or person driving innovation and disruptive
innovation.

Hy7: There is a significant difference between the manager's position and disruptive innovation.
Hg: There is a significant difference between experience in the business and disruptive innovation.
Ho: There is a significant difference between work experience and disruptive innovation.

The Main Mass and Sample of the Research

The population of the study consists of medium-sized enterprises manufacturing construction and
business machinery in organized industrial zones in Ankara. The machinery industry provides
machinery production as a resource for other businesses producing goods and services. Because
disruptive innovation in this industry is offered in local, national, and international markets, it is
anticipated to impact the economy as a whole. This sector encompasses many business lines capable of
producing machinery for different functions. Businesses manufacturing construction and business
machinery were selected because they utilize technological knowledge and capabilities to offer products
that facilitate customer needs. In this context, contacts were made with the Ministry of Industry,
TurkStat, and the Ankara Chamber of Commerce to obtain information about these businesses. From
the obtained data, it was determined that 202 businesses operate in Ankara. The research sample
representing the population was calculated as a minimum of 133 businesses, with a 95% confidence
interval and a 5% margin of error, as shown in Figure 2.

1.96%x 0.52 384.16
n= — = 38416 n= =133
0.05% 1 +384.16 /202

Figure 2. Calculation of Research Sample
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A simple random sampling method was chosen for the study. In this method, each business within
the research universe was given an equal chance of being selected for sampling. A homogeneous and
framework list was created based on the characteristics of the businesses (Gurbuz & Sahin, 2018). The
prepared survey scale was delivered to the businesses via visits, phone calls, emails, and mail. Responses
were received from 140 businesses. Data from 406 surveys from lower, middle, and upper-level
managers of the businesses were analyzed.

When the characteristics of the participating businesses and managers were examined, 25.6 %
were established between 1990 and 1999, while 11.8 % were established in 2010 or later. According to
their legal structure, 66.3 % of the businesses were limited liability companies, while 8.6 % were sole
proprietorships. In terms of production type, 18.0 % of the businesses engaged in custom production,
22.7 % in mass production, and 59.4 % in mass production. In terms of market activity, 60.6 % of the
businesses operate in international markets, 24.9 % in local markets, and 14.5 % in national markets. In
assessing the level of competition, 48.3 % stated that it was intense and 6.2 % stated that it was low.
The highest proportion of innovation-driven units or individuals were management 35.15 %, while 16.0
% were assigned units or individuals. According to the managerial positions, 52.7 % were middle-level
managers, 28.8 % were senior managers, and 18.5 % were junior managers. The lowest level of
experience in the business was 20 years or more at 18.0 %, while the highest was 6-12 years at 28.3 %.
Furthermore, 45.8 % of the managers reported having 20 years or more of experience.

Data Collection Tools

The data in the research was collected through a survey method to determine whether there are
significant differences between the structural characteristics of the enterprise and disruptive innovation.
Meijer's (2017) study titled "Perspectives for Determining Disruptive Innovations in the Construction
Sector" was utilized to measure disruptive innovation in the research. The scale in the study was
translated and adapted into Turkish. The disruptive innovation scale was adapted using information
obtained from domestic and foreign literature and feedback from the pilot application. Its reliability was
determined through validity tests and internal consistency tests by applying confirmatory factor analysis.
The obtained scale includes 41 statements aimed at determining disruptive innovation. A 5-point Likert
scale (Always Occurs, Often Occurs, Occasionally Occurs, Rarely Occurs, Never Occurs) was used to
determine the frequency level of the practices in the research scale in the enterprises of the participants.

Statistical Analysis

The data obtained within the scope of the research was analyzed using the IBM SPSS 22.0
database program. Confirmatory factor analysis was used to determine the structural validity of the scale,
and Cronbach's alpha test was used to determine its reliability. One-way variance analysis (ANOVA)
was applied to determine whether there was a significant difference between the characteristics of the
business and participants and disruptive innovation.

Findings

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett tests were applied to determine the sample adequacy of
the research scale. The KMO criterion shows that the sample is sufficient for factor analysis
(KMO=.814). As a result of Bartlett’s test of sphericity (x> (820)=13262.042; p=.000), it was confirmed
that there were correlations suitable for factor analysis between the variables. Confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) was conducted to determine whether the disruptive innovation scale used in the research
was valid. In the study by Meijer (2017), in which the research scale was used, it was seen that it showed
a distribution in 5 factors. Since control statements were used in this study, it showed a normal
distribution in 10 factors (individual knowledge and abilities and control statements, collective
knowledge and abilities and control statements, intra-organizational processes and control statements,
inter-organizational processes, financial factors and control statements, rules and regulatory factors).
Factor loadings were also found to range between 0.59 and 0.88. It can be stated that these factors
explained 76.28 % of the total variance, supporting the structural validity of the scale. An internal
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consistency analysis was conducted to determine the reliability of the research scale. According to the
findings of the Cronbach's Alpha test, the disruptive innovation scale was 0.87, indicating high reliability
(Islamoglu & Alniacik, 2013).

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on the business year of establishment legal structure using data from 406 individuals. Some sample
statistics and a summary of the analysis findings are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of Single Factor Variance and Multiple Comparison Tukey Test Between Year of
Establishment and Disruptive Innovation

Es t:bel?:h‘l’lflen . N Mean SD SE F Sigg 1 2 3 4 5
1. 1979 and before 48 3.97 43
2. 1980 - 1989 84 38 39 *
3. 1990 - 1999 104 383 .44 4401 7.823 .000 *
4.2000 - 2009 84 411 36 x *
5.2010 and later 86 3.88 31 *
Total 406 391 .40

According to the results of single factor analysis of variance, there is a significant difference
between the views of disruptive innovation of managers working in businesses with different
establishment years (F.401y=7.823; p<.05). According to these results, hypothesis H; is ACCEPTED.
According to the results of the multiple comparison Tukey test showing which groups the differences
originate from, there was a significant difference between the views of disruptive innovation of
managers working in businesses established between the years 2000-2009 (Mean=4.11; SD=.36) and
those working in businesses established in 1980-1989, 1990-1999, 2010 and later (p<.05). It can be said
that this difference may be due to the more flexible structure of businesses with digitalization after 2000.
It can be said that businesses established after 2010 may have lower risk tendencies since they are new
to the market. Businesses founded before 2000 may also have difficulty transitioning to digital
transformation as they may be resistant to change.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on legal structure using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of the analysis
findings are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Single Factor Variance and Multiple Comparison Tukey Test Between Legal
Structure and Disruptive Innovation

Legal Structure N Mean SD SE F Sig. 1 2 3 4
1. Sole Proprietorship 35 4.11 40 *
2. Limited 269 388 40 2403 5113 006 *
3. Incorporated 102 393 .38
Total 406 391 40

According to the results of single factor analysis of variance, there is a significant difference
between the views of managers working in businesses with different legal structures on disruptive
innovation (F(2.403=5.113; p<.05). According to these results, hypothesis H, was ACCEPTED.
According to the results of the multiple comparison Tukey test showing which groups the differences
originated from, there was a significant difference between the views of managers working in businesses
with a sole proprietorship (Mean=4.11; SD=.40) and those working in businesses with a limited legal
structure (p<.05). Companies with a sole proprietorship can take quick actions thanks to the presence
of a single decision-maker. This allows them to adapt to disruptive technologies more easily. Since
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limited companies can be faster and less bureaucratic in their decision-making processes, they can adapt
to new technologies and innovations more easily than joint stock companies.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differed significantly by
production type using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of the analysis
findings are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Summary of Single Factor Variance and Multiple Comparison Tukey Test Between
Production Type and Disruptive Innovation

Type of Production N Mean SD SE F Sig. 1 2 3

1. Series Production 92 4.00 43 *
2. Mass Production 241  3.87 37 2403 3.405 .034 *

3. Special Production 73 393 46
Total 406 391 40

According to the results of single factor analysis of variance, there is a significant difference
between the views of disruptive innovation among managers working in businesses with different
production types (F(2.403=3.405; p<0.05). According to these results, hypothesis Hs is ACCEPTED.
According to the results of the multiple comparison Tukey test showing which groups the differences
originate from, there is a significant difference between the views of disruptive innovation among
managers working in businesses that perform mass production (Mean=4.00; SD=0.43) and those
working in businesses that perform mass production (p<0.05). The current production structure in mass
production can manifest itself with lower costs along with automation, digitalization, and technological
change. It is thought that there may be an increase in fixed costs due to the tendency of businesses
engaged in mass production to focus on large-scale infrastructure investments. Therefore, they may be
slower to adopt new technologies and innovate. Since custom production can be more flexible and
lower-volume than mass production, it can support the development of disruptive innovations.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly by market
type using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of the analysis findings are
presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Summary of Single Factor Variance Between Market Type and Disruptive Innovation

Type of Market N Mean SD SE F Sig.
Local Market 101 3.86 .50

National Market 59 3.95 31 2.403 1.074 343
International Market 246 3.93 .38
Total 406 3.91 40

According to the results of single-factor variance analysis, there is no significant difference
between the perspectives on disruptive innovation among managers working in businesses with different
market types (F.403=1.074; p>0.05). Based on these results, hypothesis Hs is REJECTED. Market
type is a determining factor in the initiation and development of innovation. It is thought that businesses
operating in local markets may be newly established businesses and are cautious about introducing new
products due to reasons such as a lack of information resources and low risk. It can be argued that
businesses innovating in national and international markets are unable to address market gaps and lack
the ability to implement new technologies due to strict rules and regulations.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on the level of competition using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of
the analysis findings are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Summary of Single Factor Variance Between Competition Level and Disruptive Innovation

Rivalry Level N Mean SD SE F Sig.
Little 25 3.87 .30

Middle 185 3.89 39 2.403 .698 498
Intense 196 3.94 42
Total 406 3.91 40

According to the results of single-factor variance analysis, there is no significant difference
between the views of disruptive innovation among managers working in businesses with different
perceptions of market competition (F(2.403=.698; p>.05). Based on these results, hypothesis Hs was
REJECTED. This may indicate that businesses have short-term performance expectations. Therefore,
it can be argued that they avoid disruptive innovations that carry uncertainty in terms of stability by
keeping risk low.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on the unit or individual driving the innovation using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics
and a summary of the analysis findings are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Summary of Single Factor Variance and Multiple Comparison Tukey Test Between Unit or
Person Directing Innovation and Disruptive Innovation

Unit or Person Directing N  Mean SD SE F Sig 1 2 3 4

Innovation
1. Management 144 389 43 *
2. Assigned Unit or Person 65  4.05 .36 * *
3.402  8.865 .000
3. Project Leaders 9%  3.77 35 * *
4. Everyone 101 400 .39 *
Total 406 391 40

According to the results of single factor variance analysis, there is a significant difference between
the views of disruptive innovation of managers working in enterprises with different units or individuals
driving innovation (F3.402=8.865; p<.05). According to these results, hypothesis H¢ is ACCEPTED.
According to the results of the multiple comparison Tukey test showing which groups the differences
originate from; it was found that there is a significant difference between the views of disruptive
innovation of managers working in enterprises with an assigned unit or individual driving innovation
(Mean=4.05; SD=.36) and those working in enterprises with management or project leaders driving
innovation (p<.05). Also, a significant difference was found between the views of disruptive innovation
of managers working in enterprises with everyone driving innovation (Mean=4.00; SD=.39) and those
working in enterprises with project leaders driving innovation (p<.05). Someone assigned to the unit
driving innovation may have a high willingness to innovate. Similarly, assuming responsibility for
driving innovation across the business can enhance disruptive innovation capabilities. The workload of
management and project leaders can hinder the implementation of new innovations.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on their position using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of the analysis
findings are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7. Summary of Single Factor Variance Between Manager’s Position and Disruptive Innovation

Position N Mean SD SE F Sig.
Lower-Level Managers 75 3.96 48

Middle-Level Managers 215 3.91 40 2.403 .609 544
Upper-Level Managers 117 3.89 35
Total 406 3.91 40

According to the results of the single-factor analysis of variance, there is no significant difference
between the views of disruptive innovation among managers with different positions in the company
(F2.403)=.609; p>.05). Based on these results, hypothesis H; is REJECTED. It can be said that white-
collar employees in these companies cannot effectively use their knowledge resources. Therefore, they
are thought to be unable to respond to the environmental changes required for disruptive innovation. It
can be stated that there are delays in adapting to new technologies and making innovation decisions.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on their experience in the business using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a
summary of the analysis findings are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. Summary of Single Factor Variance and Multiple Comparison Tukey Test Between
Experience in the Business and Disruptive Innovation

Experience in the N Mean SD SE F Sig. 1 2 3 4

Business
1.1-5 Years 106 3.86 41 *
2.6-12 Years 115 3.87 40 *
3402 3.330 .020
3.13-19 Years 112 4.01 37 * *
4. 20 Years and above 73 3.92 42
Total 406 3.91 40

According to the results of single factor variance analysis, there is a significant difference between
the views of managers with different types of business experience on disruptive innovation
(F3.402=3.330; p<0.05). According to these results, hypothesis Hs is ACCEPTED. According to the
results of the multiple comparison Tukey test showing which groups the differences originate from,
there was a significant difference between the views of managers with 13-19 years of business
experience (Mean=4.01; SD=0.37) and those with 1-5 and 6-12 years of business experience (p<0.05).
It can be said that managers with 13-19 years of business experience have a high awareness of rapid
access to information, digitalization, and the adaptation of new technologies to the business. Therefore,
it is considered that business experience in this category may be important in making strategic decisions
for disruptive innovation. Those with less than 12 years of business experience may need support in
market selection and innovation. On the other hand, those with more than 20 years of business
experience may resist developing new products due to preconceived notions. They may also lack the
time to participate in activities such as business meetings, trade shows, and exhibitions.

We investigated whether managers' views on disruptive innovation differ significantly depending
on their work experience using data from 406 individuals. Some sample statistics and a summary of
the analysis findings are presented in Table 9.
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Table 9. Single Factor Variance Summary Between Work Experience and Disruptive Innovation

Work Experience N Mean SD SE F Sig.
1-5Years 36 3.84 .39
6-12 Years 59 3.93 42
3.402 457 712
13 -19 Years 125 3.92 40
20 Years and above 186 3.92 .40
Total 406 3,91 40

According to the results of the single-factor analysis of variance, there is no significant difference
between the views of disruptive innovation among managers with different work experience
(F3.402=.457; p>.05). Based on these results, hypothesis Hy was REJECTED. Work experience in
different sectors and businesses is a significant advantage in evaluating disruptive innovation. It can be
argued that managers with less than 12 years of work experience may have had their first job or
frequently moved jobs. Those with more than 13 years of work experience may have a different
perspective on disruptive innovation due to reasons such as taking breaks, lack of managerial experience,
working in different cultures and societies, reluctance, and business norms.

Discussion

Businesses conducting disruptive innovation activities may face the effects of environmental
conditions. Among these conditions, the structural characteristics of the business's internal environment
play a significant role in bringing disruptive innovations to market. As identified in field research in the
literature, the structural characteristics of the business can influence its disruptive innovation capability.
This study examined the structural characteristics of the business that are thought to be related to
disruptive innovation. In this context, it was determined that certain variables significantly affect the
level of disruptive innovation. While the research findings are consistent with some studies in the
literature, they differ in some respects.

The research finding identified a significant difference between the year of establishment of the
business and disruptive innovation. This difference may be due to the fact that businesses established
after 2000 have become more flexible in terms of accessing information quickly and implementing new
technologies due to digitalization. This finding is consistent with the disruptive innovation theory
developed by Christensen (1997). He states that newly established businesses adapt more easily to
disruptive innovations. In another study, Ansari et al. (2016) also stated that newly established firms
have a greater tendency to take risks and are prone to disruptive innovations. Research findings indicate
that businesses with older founding years (before 2000) are slower to implement disruptive innovation
and may be reluctant to do so. Company norms, organizational culture, and resistance to change may
hinder these businesses from being agile and flexible. Indeed, the inverse relationship between business
age and growth rate found in Park et al. (2010) is similar to this finding. The research findings indicate
a significant difference between the legal structure of businesses and disruptive innovation. This may
be due to the ability of sole proprietorships to make quick decisions regarding innovation. Furthermore,
the less bureaucratic structure of limited companies is thought to accelerate decision-making processes
and allow them to bring innovations to market quickly. On the other hand, in joint-stock companies, due
to their legal structure, board decisions are decisive. Therefore, innovation processes are also slow. Hitt
etal. (2011) identified the impact of company structure on strategic flexibility in their study. This finding
is consistent with our research findings.

The research findings also indicate a significant difference between type of production and
disruptive innovation. This difference may stem from the greater flexibility of production line
changeovers in mass-producing businesses. Furthermore, it is considered that mass-producing
businesses may be slower to innovate because their fixed costs can be high. In a study similar to this
finding, Chesbrough (2003) states that mass production can contribute to the development of innovation
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due to R&D investment. The analysis findings indicate that there is no significant difference between
the market type and competitive status of the business under investigation and disruptive innovation.
This difference may stem from the fact that newly established businesses manufacturing construction
and construction machinery initially operate in the local market. There may be a tendency to keep risk
low in the local market. Furthermore, because the level of competition is perceived as low, they may
not be willing to innovate. Businesses innovating in national and international markets may also be
driven by factors such as legal regulations, difficulty accessing customers, and the inability to establish
sufficient niches. Furthermore, the high fixed costs of mass-producing businesses and the short-term
success of specialized production can also hinder disruptive innovation. Therefore, market uncertainties
can influence the process. Indeed, Majamaki (2013) notes in his study that the market for disruptive
innovations is non-existent and that the potential for these innovations is difficult to predict. He finds
that competitive advantage in the market can be insufficient to solve problems, and the growth potential
of newly established businesses is not realized.

One of the research findings is that the unit driving innovation has a significant relationship with
disruptive innovation. This may be due to the high level of enthusiasm displayed by the unit or individual
assigned or tasked with driving innovation. Furthermore, it can be argued that having all employees
within a company take responsibility for this direction can raise awareness. Conversely, the intensity of
company promotion activities, such as trips, exhibitions, and business meetings, undertaken by business
owners and project leaders authorized to drive innovation can slow down innovation. The research
findings indicate that there is no relationship between the manager's position within the company and
disruptive innovation. The manager's position within the company provides a significant advantage in
obtaining information resources, conducting market research, and implementing change. This advantage
can manifest itself in the willingness to innovate and in making new decisions. This difference may stem
from the high-volume activities of upper management, which in turn defers some decisions to middle
and lower-level management. The manager's power in making strategic decisions can play a decisive
role in the transition to disruptive innovation. However, Christensen (1997) states that senior managers
in large companies slow down the process of disruptive innovation because they adhere to the existing
business model and prioritize stability. Our research findings are similar to those in this study. On the
other hand, Steele & Watts (2022) found that managerial roles have a positive impact on innovation
outcomes such as strategic direction, resource allocation, and risk management. Delegation of
managerial roles can slow down the process of innovation. Furthermore, Das et al. (2018) found that
organizational structures within businesses that prevent disruptive innovation implementations are
unsupportive of new ideas. This finding suggests that the position at the management level within the
company is important. Since the companies studied focus on similar innovations across sectors, it can
be argued that their views on disruptive innovation may also align.

Literature studies indicate that managers' experience can influence their approach to disruptive
innovation. The research finding indicates a significant difference between experience in the business
and disruptive innovation. This difference may stem from the fact that managers with 13-19 years of
experience in the company are more willing to adapt technology to the business with digitalization.
Furthermore, it can be argued that department managers who have received training and experience in
disruptive innovation are effective in managing innovation effectively. Conversely, the lack of interest
in disruptive innovation by long-term employees (over 20 years) may stem from their adherence to fixed
business models and resistance to change. Furthermore, because businesses offer their products in local,
national, and international markets, experienced managers frequently travel for business. Similar to the
research findings, Boepeah et al. (2022) demonstrated that managers' experience in improving customer
experiences and successfully implementing strategies by integrating technology is crucial. Considering
the rapid pace of advancements in knowledge and technology, those with 13-19 years of experience in
the same company are more experienced in perceiving threats and evaluating opportunities than less
experienced managers. Furthermore, field research has indicated that work experience gained in
different sectors and businesses is an important factor in deciding on and guiding disruptive innovations.
However, our research findings did not identify a relationship between work experience and disruptive
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innovation. This may be due to factors such as managers' lack of experience, differences in
organizational culture, and challenging working conditions in different geographies. However, Sadiq et
al. (2020) found that experienced managers play a crucial role in effectively directing disruptive
innovations and focusing on activities, which can lead to seizing opportunities and achieving sustainable
competitive advantage.

A literature review reveals that, while studies directly examining the relationship between
organizational structural characteristics and disruptive innovation in Tiirkiye are limited, the studies that
have been conducted focus primarily on general innovation and innovativeness. Aydogdu (2023) found
that organizational immunity affects disruptive innovation. It was stated that strengthening the immune
structure can increase disruptive innovation capabilities. The research findings suggest that managers'
experiences and the information resources used to guide innovations, which are considered important
for disruptive innovation, can also strengthen the organization's immune structure. In another study,
Avcietal. (2016) found that the Turkish manufacturing industry focused on low and medium technology
between 2003 and 2015 and was not yet sufficiently transitioned to high technology. The research
findings demonstrate a relationship between production type and disruptive innovation. Adapting new
technology to the business for disruptive innovation can increase the competitiveness of the
manufacturing industry. Fazlioglu et al. (2018) found that different types of innovation positively affect
the productivity of Turkish manufacturing firms and that firm size is important. Firm size, as one of the
characteristics of a firm, can also influence innovation. Yurtseven & Pamukcu (2022) found that
structural differences within firms, such as their resource position, knowledge base, and collaborative
behavior, influence the diversity and quality of innovation. Similar to the findings in this study, it is
considered that certain structural characteristics revealed in the research findings can enhance disruptive
innovation.

Conclusion

A company's structural characteristics are one of the key factors that enable or hinder the
realization of disruptive innovation. In particular, rapid and strategic decision-making, flexible
organization, R&D investment, access to information resources, and the integration of new technologies
into the company play a critical role in the successful implementation of this process. Disruptive
innovations are considered strategic steps in the competitiveness and sustainability of businesses.

Research shows that the structural characteristics of businesses, both internationally and in
Tiirkiye, have direct and indirect effects on their disruptive innovation capacity. According to the
findings in this study, there are significant differences between the company's founding year, legal
structure, type of production, the unit driving innovation, and business experience, and disruptive
innovation. The emergence of flexible organizational structures due to the impact of digitalization
enables rapid strategic decision-making. It is believed that managers can successfully drive innovation
by effectively utilizing their experience and knowledge resources. The companies in the study specialize
in the production of construction machinery, a sub-sector of the machinery manufacturing industry.
These businesses conduct innovation activities in line with customer demands in local, national, and
international markets. In construction and construction machinery manufacturing, they strive to uncover
the disruptive impact of innovations in evaluating market opportunities against their competitors. To
achieve this, they consistently identify and address needs. Businesses must act faster than their
competitors by identifying potential problems, deficiencies, or facilitating factors using monitoring tools
appropriate to their organizational structures, including all kinds of tools, equipment, methods, models,
and so on. Because businesses in similar product groups are particularly competitive, they must gain an
advantage by successfully presenting their innovations. To this end, they leverage their structural
features to attract rivals' customers. The research findings indicate that there is no significant difference
between the company's market type, level of competition, manager's position, and work experience, and
disruptive innovation. This finding is likely due to factors such as short-term performance expectations,
low risk tolerance, low or intense perceptions of competition, lack of experience, and workload among
managers in the surveyed businesses. The findings revealed in the research findings are similar to the
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theoretical foundation of Christensen (1997), who introduced the concept of disruptive innovation, and
to findings in subsequent field studies. It is anticipated that the findings, which differ from the research,
may stem from reasons such as sectoral, regional, cultural, and market differences.

This study investigated the impact of a company's structural characteristics on enhancing its
disruptive innovation capability. At the same time, a company may face a disruptive innovation threat
from competitors. In this case, existing businesses may be viewed as the sole competitor against newly
established ones, even though they possess different resources, market positions, and strategies. The
most appropriate action tools to counter this threat may vary depending on the characteristics of the
company (Sandstrom et al., 2009). Therefore, a company can develop its features that unlock its
innovation power as a strategic step to address the disruptive threat. Regarding this power, Prihastomo
et al. (2025) identified six critical factors in his study. These are demand, technology readiness,
regulations, workforce, external technology, and capital. In this context, aligning a company's structural
characteristics with these factors can positively impact its disruptive innovation capability.

This study contributes to the literature by revealing the impact of structural variables on the
innovation process in Tiirkiye's construction machinery manufacturing enterprises. It provides a detailed
framework for how factors such as market type, business experience, and the unit where innovation is
directed relate to disruptive innovation. In Tirkiye, the majority of manufacturing enterprises have
traditional structures but require structural transformation to transition to disruptive innovation.
Supporting structural reforms with an innovative organizational culture and a learning organization
approach will facilitate the achievement of technology-based development goals.

Recommendations

This study investigated the relationship between a company's structural characteristics and
disruptive innovation. The implementation phase of the study, which occurred during the pandemic and
limited business visits, was a significant limitation. For businesses that indicated they could participate
via email or phone, the survey form was limited to the number of participants sent. Based on the findings
of the study, guiding recommendations can be offered to business managers and researchers conducting
the study. It is considered crucial that businesses thoroughly define their structural characteristics and
restructure them when necessary to uncover the disruptive impact of innovations they will implement.
Furthermore, constantly monitoring customer needs and ensuring continuous information sharing
through effective internal and external communication channels will impact the success of future
disruptive innovations. Future studies conducted in different sectors and regions, and conducting a more
in-depth analysis of the causal relationship between disruptive innovation and factors such as
communication, culture, and motivation within a company, could fill the knowledge gap in this area.
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Giris

Yogun rekabetin yasandigi piyasa kosullarinda isletmelerin rakiplerinden o6ne ¢ikabilmesi,
gerceklestirdikleri yikici inovasyonlara baghdir. Yikici inovasyon, smirli kaynaklara sahip kiigiik
oOlgekli isletmelerin yerlesik biiyiik firmalarla rekabet edebilmesine olanak taniyan yenilik siireci olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Christensen vd., 2015). Bu siirecte isletmeler, varliklarii siirdiirmek i¢in pazara
sunduklar iiriinlerin maliyetlerini diisiik tutarlar. Bu baglamda rakiplerinin pazar payimi azaltarak etkisiz
hale getirmeyi amaglayan bir strateji izlerler. Yikici olma, talepleri degistirmenin yam sira sektorii
istenilen yone dogru sevkeden bir yenilik¢i glictiir. Rekabetin yogunlastigi, tiiketicilerin talep ve
beklentilerinin degisime ugradigi ve yeniliklerin hizla eskidigi pazarda giincelligini korur (Erol &
Saydan, 2023). isletmeler bu giicii kullanarak, miisterilerine sundugu iiriin ya da hizmeti kalic1 kilmay1
hedefler. Bu nedenle yikici inovasyon kabiliyetini ortaya ¢ikarir.

Zaman i¢inde bircok fikir ve strateji ortaya ¢ikmig olsa da ¢ok az1 yikict inovasyon kadar etkili ve
kalic1 olmustur (IMD, 2025). Yikic1 inovasyon, istenmeyen veya goz ardi edilen pazarlar i¢in iiriin ya da
hizmetleri daha uygun fiyath hale getiren bir yeniliktir (Dayioglugil, 2023). Mevcut miisteriler i¢in
iyilestirmeye odaklanan siirdiiriilebilir inovasyonun aksine, yeni miisteri ihtiyaclarim ele alir veya yeni
pazarlar yaratir (Medley, 2025). Bu strateji ile isletmeler, miisterilerine siirekli deger ve yeni pazar
saglayarak rakiplerini sahip olduklar pazar alanlarindan g¢ikarabilir (Cote, 2022).

Isletmelerin yikic1 inovasyon kabiliyetini etkileyebilen faktorlerle ilgili literatiirde birgok
calismanin yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Yikici inovasyon kavramimi ortaya ¢ikaran Christensen (1997) ve
sonrasinda yapilan alan aragtirmalarinda, bu kabiliyeti etkileyen bir¢ok faktoriin oldugu ifade
edilmektedir. Bu calismalarda genelde isletme i¢i ve dis1 gevresel faktdrlerin yikici inovasyona etkisi
ele alinmustir. Isletme disinda; hiikiimet destegi, dis bilgi kaynaklari, girisim ortaklariyla isbirligi iken,
isletme i¢inde inovasyon istekliligi, i¢ inovasyon kaynaklari, organizasyon yapisi ve stratejik destegin
etkisi incelenmistir (Vertakova vd., 2016; Chen vd., 2017; Wang vd., 2021; Jie & Bhaumik, 2023).
Isletmenin yapisal ozellikleri ile yikici inovasyon arasindaki calismalar incelendiginde, yabanci
literatiirde sinirli sayida arastirmalarin yer aldigi ve Tiirkiye’de ise bu alana yonelik herhangi bir
calismanin yapilmadigr goriilmiistiir. Yapilan caligmalarda isletmelerin yapisal o6zelliklerinden
bazilarinin (biiytikliik, yas, performans, strateji vb.) yikici inovasyonla iligkisi incelenmistir. Bu
calismada ise literatiirde ele aliman yapisal Ozellikler birlestirilerek yikici inovasyonla iliskisi
incelenecektir. Isletmenin kurulus yili, hukuki yapisi, iiretim tiirii, pazar tiirii, rekabet diizeyi,
inovasyonu ydnlendiren birim, yOneticinin pozisyonu, isletmedeki tecriibe ve is tecriibesinin yikici
inovasyonla iliskisine yonelik arastirma dizayn edilecektir.

Yapilacak bu arasgtirmanin, isletmelerin rekabet edebilme ve siirdiiriilebilirliginde 6nemli bir
stratejik uygulama olan yikici inovasyon kabiliyetinin artirilmasina katki sunabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.
Ayrica literatiirde bu alandaki boslugu doldurma ve Tirkiye’de yapilacak olan arastirmalara yol
gosterici bulgular sunabilecegi ongdriilmektedir.

Kavramsal Cerceve

Inovasyon, Latince “innovatus® kelimesinden tiiremis olup kdkeni itibariyle toplumda, kiiltiirde
ve yonetimde yeni yontemlerin kullanilmasi anlamina gelir. Webster sozIiigii, yeni ve farkli sonug olarak
inovasyonu tanimlar. Literatiirde terim olarak ise; farklilastirma ve degistirmeye bagh ekonomik ve
toplumsal bir stireci ifade eder (El¢i & Karatayli, 2008). Yeniligin kendisinden ¢ok sonucuna odaklanir.
Inovasyon, yenilik ve yaraticilik kavramlarimi igiren bir siireg veya yaratici yenilik uygulamalari olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Bir inovasyon tiirii olarak yikici inovasyon ise, daha &nce sunulmayan iiriin veya hizmetin
rakiplerin kullandiklan teknik, siire¢ ve teknolojileri gecersiz hale getirerek, rekabetci pazar1 kendi
yoniine degistirmesidir (Sakaryali, 2014). Bu avantajla yeni iiriin veya hizmet, digerlerinin kargisinda
iyi bir alternatif olabilir. Bu nedenle, daha diisiik maliyette ve kullanim kolayligiyla isletme yeni bir
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pazara agilabilir (Schmidt & Druehl, 2008). Kavram olarak ise, Clayton M. Christensen’in (1997) “The
Innovator’s Dilemma” isimli kitabiyla ilk defa literatiire girmistir. Kavramin ortaya ¢ikisindaki diislince,
kendi sektoriinde basarili olan isletmelerin belirli bir siire sonra neden basarisizliga siiriiklendigidir.
Odak noktas1 da, isletmelerin basarili yapan se¢imlerini degisim yapmadan devam ettirmelerinin, ileriki
donemlerde bagarisizliklarina neden olabilecegidir. Bu baglamda, baglangicta iyi performans
sergilemeyen isletmeler, zamanla hedef miisteri kitlesinin gereksinimlerini dikkate alarak yerlesik
biiyiik isletmeleri savunmasiz birakabilir (Gans & Kaplan, 2017).

Yikic etkiye yol acan inovasyon, pazardaki olusum sekline gore ikiye ayrilmaktadir. Bunlardan
ilki mevcut pazarda yer alan disiik kaliteli yikici inovasyondur. Bu yontemde isletmeler, pazarda diisiik
kalite ve fiyatta {iriin ¢ikartirlar. Bu sunum baslangigta tiriin performansini artiramaz. Ancak sonrasinda,
orijinal deger aginda ihtiya¢ duyan ve kar getirmesi beklenen miisterileri kendisine ¢ekmeye caligir
(Saele & Eggen, 2017). Burasi miisterilerin beklentilerinin diisiik oldugu ve pazarin karli kismi olarak
goriiliir (Matibidi, 2019). Yikict inovasyonun ikinci olusumu ise, yeni pazarda yer alan yiiksek kaliteli
yikici inovasyondur. Isletmeler inovasyonu kullanabilecek hélihazirda tiiketici olarak goriilmeyen
potansiyel miisterilere ulasmaya ¢aligirlar. Bu nedenle, pazarda kalmak i¢in daha basit ve ekonomik
gOrliiniimlii iiriin ortaya koyarlar. Burada da performans zamanla artabilir (Frohman, 2015). Yeni bir
pazar acilarak veya rakiplerin pazar payi ele gecirilerek yikici {iriin dis pazarlara dahil edilebilir (Lin,
2018). Bu baglamda, isletmelerin yikic1 inovasyonlarimi oncelikle mevcut pazarlarda belirlemeleri ve
konumlandirmalari, onlara gereken sermaye ve bilgi birikimi edinme firsati sunar. Sonrasinda iiriin
performansini artirarak yeni pazara gecis saglanir. Diger taraftan tamamen farkli bir {iriinle yeni bir
pazara giren isletmeler bu gegisi atlayabilir (Reagan, 2014). Isletmelerin yapisal 6zellikleri, hangi yikict
inovasyon tiirliyle pazara girilecegine yardimci olabilir. Sektore yeni giren isletmelerdeki, yoneticilerin
smurl bilgi ve yetenekleri, rekabet diizeyinin ve pazar paymin az olmasi gibi yapisal 6zellikler mevcut
pazarda yikici inovasyon yapilmasini gerekli kilabilir. Uzun yillardir sektdrde faaliyet gosteren, hukuki
yapist giiclii olan ve yoneticilerinin is tecriibesi fazla olan isletmeler yeni pazarda ve yliksek kalitede
yikic1 inovasyonlarini sunmaya g¢alisirlar.

Literatiirde yikic1 inovasyon iizerinde etkisi olabilecek bireysel ve drgiitsel boyutta bircok faktor
tanimlanmistir. Bu g¢aligmada 6zellikle isletmelerin yapisal 6zelliklerinin bu faktorler iizerindeki etkisi
incelenmektedir. Asagida bu baglamdaki temel yaklagimlar sunulmustur. Thomond ve arkadaslari
(2003) stratejik farkindalik yetersizliginin, yaratici firsat yaratma veya tanima eksikliginin, yikici
fikirlerin baslatilmasini finanse edememenin ve fikirlerin uygunsuz yonetiminin yikici inovasyon
kabiliyetini etkileyebildigini belirtmislerdir. Isletmede inovasyonu yénlendiren birim veya kisilerin
yetenekleri, bu siireci yonetmede etkili olabilir. Viellechner & Wulf (2010) koklii isletmelerin yikici
inovasyonu sekillendiren faktorleri incelemislerdir. Inovasyon hakkindaki bilgi yetersizligi, diisiik
benlik algisi, isletmenin i¢ ve dis ¢evre uyumsuzlugu ve finansal endiseleri yikici inovasyonu etkileyen
yonetimsel faktorler oldugunu tespit etmislerdir. Isletmenin faaliyet gosterdigi pazardaki iiretim
tiirtindeki farkliliklar ve yoneticilerin gelecege yonelik bakis acilar1 burada etkili olabilir. Brewer &
Gajendran (2011), Nagji & Tuff (2012), Meijer (2017) caligmalarinda, bireysel bilgi ve yeteneklerin,
kollektif bilgi ve yeteneklerin, endiistri veya sektdrdeki faaliyet siirecinin, finansal ve diizenleyici
faktorlerin yikict inovasyonu etkiledigini tespit etmislerdir. Bu ¢alismada incelenen isletmenin yapisal
ozellikleri, bu faktorleri etkileyebilir. Kurulug y1l1 uzun, hukuki yapis1 giiclii ve is tecriibesi fazla olan
yoneticilerden kurulu isletmeler, yikici inovasyon kabiliyetine etki edebilir. Diger bir ¢aligmada
Markeviciute (2017) yikict inovasyonu etkileyen bireysel ve orgiitsel faktorleri incelemistir. Bireysel
olarak, pazar, rakipler ve miisterilerle ilgili yetersiz bilgi diizeyi ile yoneticilerin yetersiz mesleki
deneyimleri ve uygulama eksiklikleri yer almaktadir. Orgiitsel ise isletme yapisi, kurumsal yonetim
deger ag1, yatirimlar, kaynaklar, heterojenlik, orgiitsel uyusukluk, biirokrasi ve politikalar olarak ifade
etmislerdir. Yikic1 inovasyon gelistirebilme kabiliyeti i¢cin hem bireysel hem de orgiitsel yeteneklerin
birlikteligi  diisiiniildiiglinde, isletmenin yapisal Ozelliklerinin bu siireci etkileyebilecegi
degerlendirilmektedir. Bu nedenle bireysel olarak yoneticilerin, Orgiitsel olarak da organizasyon
yapisinin uyumu yikici bir etki olusturabilir.
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Yikici inovasyonla isletmeler, faaliyet gosterdigi pazarda lider olma g¢abasi gostermektedirler.
Bunu gergeklestirirken i¢ ¢cevrede yonetici ve c¢alisanlarin dis ¢evrede ise miisterilerin ve paydaslarin
beklentilerini dikkate almaya calisirlar. Bunun sonucunda biiyiik 6l¢ekli isletmeler genellikle yeni
yiikselen pazarlar1 daha kiiciik ve yeni isletmelere birakirlar. Pazar ortamindaki bu durum ile, yeni giren
isletmelerin tutunabilirligi artar ve maliyet yapilar1 daha diigiik kar marjlarini kaldirabilir. Bu siireg, tim
bu avantaj ve dezavantajlarla kurulan isletmeler i¢in bir firsat olustururken, yerlesik isletmeleri tehdit
eden bir krizin habercisi olur (Christensen, 2018).

Isletmeler rakiplerinden gelecek yikici inovasyon tehdidiyle de karsilagabilir. Bu tehdit sektorde
rekabeti ortadan kaldirabilir veya igletmelerin kendisini yenileyerek yatirim yapmaya yonlendirmesini
saglayabilir. Isletmelerin kendisini yok edecek yikici inovasyonla miicadele edebilmesinde, rekabete
gore strateji kurmamasi ve yikici etki yapan inovasyonlar1 yapmasi beklenir. Bu nedenle insan
kaynagina ve Ar-Ge’ye yatirim yapilmasi stratejik bir adim olabilir (Saydam, 2016). Bu baglamda,
isletmelerin yikici inovasyon siirecini basarili bir sekilde yonetebilmesi igin, ¢evresindeki firsat ve
tehditleri farketmesi ve degisimlere ayak uydurmasi yerinde olacaktir. Bu amaci gergeklestirmek icin
de yapisal Ozelliklerin tanmimlanmasi ve gerektiginde yapilandirilmasinin  6nemli olacagi
diistiniilmektedir.

Literatiir Taramasi

Yikict inovasyon, isletmenin rekabet edebilme ve siirdiiriilebilirliginde 6nemli bir stratejik
adimdir. Inovasyonlarm yikici nitelik tasiyabilmesi, isletmenin ¢evresinde yer alan bir takim belirleyici
faktoriin bir araya gelmesiyle miimkiindiir. Literatlir ¢aligmalarinda yikici inovasyonu etkileyen
faktorler ele alinmistir. Caligmalarda ortaya konulan tespitler ve bu ¢aligmada incelenen igletmenin
yapisal 6zelliklerinin yikic1 inovasyonu ne 6lgiide etkileyebilecegi agagida sunulmustur.

Yikici inovasyon, teknoloji degisimleriyle birlikte ortaya ¢ikar. Yeni kurulan igletmeler giincel
teknolojileri kullanmaya daha yatkindirlar. Bu 6zellik onlar1 inovasyon yapmaya iter. Dijital ara¢ ve
gereclerin yayginlagsmasiyla daha esnek ve cevik adimlar atarlar. Oysa ki eski isletmeler, yeni
teknolojilerin kullanilmasinda direng gosterebilir. Bu durum dijital doniisiime gegisi engellemektedir.
Nitekim Nawaiseh (2020) ¢alismasinda, yeni kurulan igletmelerin yeni isler yaratabildigi, yerel biiylime
saglayabildigi ve yeni prosediirleri gelistirebildigini ifade etmektedir. Bu gelisim, daha 6nce kurulmus
isletmelere kiyasla daha karli ve hizli biiylimeyi saglamaktadir. Ayrica Park ve arkadaslar1 (2010)
caligmasinda, isletme yasinin biiyliime hiz1 lizerinde ters yonlii bir etkiye sahip oldugunu tespit etmistir.
Bu baglamda, yikici inovasyonun da igletmenin biiyiimesine katki saglayabileceginden dolayzi,
isletmenin kurulus yilinin yikici inovasyonu etkileyebilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Isletmenin yikic1 inovasyon yapabilmesinde gerekli olan kosullardan birisi hukuki yapisidir. Bu
yapi igletmenin bilyiikligiini, karar alma hizin1 ve risk alma egilimini belirler. Esnek ve kiiciik 6lgekli
bir yapiya sahip olan tek sahis ve limited sirketler karar alma siireclerinde daha hizli ve daha az
biirokratik yapida olduklarindan siirekli olarak inovasyon yapabilirler. Diger taraftan anonim sirketlerde
karar alma konusunda ve risk almada daha kat1 bir yap1 ve onay siireci gerektirir (O’Reilly & Tushman,
2004). Yikict inovasyon dogasinda riski barmdirir. Bu durum esnek bir yap1 ve hizli karar vermeyi
gerektirir. Tidd & Bessant (2018) calismasinda, hukuki yapinin yatirnm kararlarina etkisine yonelik
tespitlerde bulunmugstur. Karar verme siireci ne kadar hizli olursa, inovasyon siirecinin de ayni sekilde
hizli olacagmm ifade etmektedir. Bu nedenle, isletmenin hukuki yapismin yikic1 inovasyonu
etkileyebilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.

Yikic1 inovasyonla isletme, pazardaki mevcut miisterilerin ve gelecekte miisteri olabilecek
potansiyelin ihtiyaglarin1 karsilamaya calisir. Bunu saglamak icin yeni teknolojilere kolayca uyum
gosterecek ve esnek olan iiretim tiirleri kullanmaya ¢alisir (Christensen, 1997). Esneklik miisteriye 6zgii
Ozel trlinlerin {iiretilmesini saglar. Bu da yikici inovasyon kaynagi igin bilgi toplama ve deneme
stireclerini destekler. Diger taraftan kitle iiretimi yapan isletme, biiylik 6lgekli yatirim ve yiiksek sabit
maliyetler nedeniyle mevcut is modellerine bagh kalir. Bu nedenle yikict inovasyona gegis siireci
yavasglar (Pisano, 2015). Rayna & Striukova (2016) ¢aligmasinda geleneksel {iretim yapan isletmelerin
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biiyilik yatirimlara ihtiyaci oldugu ve 3D baski teknolojisini kullanan isletmelerin de diisiik hacimli ve
Ozel iiretim yaparak yikic1 bir etki ortaya ¢gikardigini ifade etmektedir. Bu baglamda, isletmedeki iiretim
tiiri yikict inovasyonu etkileyebilir.

Yikici inovasyon, karliligr diisiik olan ve pazarin bosluklarinda (nis) baslar. Yerlesik firmalarin
gbzard1 ettigi ve girmedigi bu alanlar yeni firmalar i¢in firsat yaratir (Markides, 2005). Pazar tiirii,
inovasyonun bagladig1 ve gelistigi bir konum olarak gdziikiir. Yeni gelisen ve dijitallesme ile doniisen
pazarlar, yikic1 inovasyon i¢in en uygun ortamlardir. Bu pazarlarda miisteri beklentileri ve teknolojik
ihtiyaglar hizla doniisiime geger (Gans vd., 2018). Isletmenin faaliyet gosterdigi yerel pazarlar, yeni bir
inovasyona direng gostererek korumaci roli istlenir. Diger taraftan ulusal ve uluslararas1 pazarlar,
teknolojik degisimleri kabul eder ve hizla gelismek ister. Bu baglamda, isletmenin pazar tiirii yikici
inovasyonu etkileyebilir.

Isletmenin sektdr ve pazardaki rekabet diizeyi, yikici inovasyon potansiyelini etkileyebilecek
kritik ¢evre unsurlarindan birisidir. Rekabetin siddeti, isletmenin risk alma egilimini, yeni teknolojilere
yatirnm kararin1 ve yenilik yapma istekliligini belirler. Diisiik rekabet ortaminda mevcut iirliin ve
hizmetlerle yliksek kar marjlarini elde ettiklerinden, inovasyon yapmaya ihtiya¢ duymayabilir. Yiiksek
rekabet ortaminda ise, bazi durumlarda yeni teknolojileri uygulama ve inovasyon yapmaya
zorlanabilirken bazen de kisa siireli performans baskisindan dolayi riskli ve belirsiz yikici inovasyonlari
yapmaktan ¢ekinebilirler (Christensen & Raynor, 2003). Nitekim Aghion ve arkadaslar1 (2005) rekabet
ile inovasyon arasindaki iligkiye yonelik ¢aligmasinda, diisiik ve yogun rekabetin inovasyonu azalttigini
ve orta diizeyde ise artirdigini tespit etmistir. Bu baglamda, isletmenin rekabet diizeyi yikici inovasyon
kararimi etkileyebilir.

Yikici inovasyonda gevresel degisikliklere tepki verebilmek i¢in, igletmenin yonetim kadrosu
bilgi kaynaklarindan dogru bilgiyi elde etmeye calisir. Bu nedenle, isletmedeki pozisyon yeni
teknolojilere uyum saglayacak ve pazarda sunulacak inovasyonlara karar vermede énemli bir yapidir.
Ayrica, kullanic1 odakli inovasyon birimleri miisteri ihtiyaglarma gore diisiik maliyetli ve ulasilabilir
yikici inovasyonlar1 pazara sunmaya calisirlar (Govindarajan & Kopalle, 2006). Hangi inovasyonun
pazara sunulacagi, inovasyonu ydnlendiren birim veya kisiler tarafindan kararlastirilir. Yikict
inovasyonun basarisinda, bu nokta 6nemli hale gelir. Nitekim, Chen ve arkadaslar1 (2017) calismasinda,
yikict inovasyonu etkileyen faktdrlerin isletme ici ve diginda yer alabildigini tespit etmiglerdir. isletme
dis1 olarak hiikiimet destegi, harici bilgi kaynaklari, sermayedarlarla isbirligi iken, isletme iginde
inovasyon istekliligi, inovasyon kaynaklari, stratejik destek ve organizasyon yapisinin bagimsizliginin
yikic1 inovasyonu etkiledigi ifade edilmektedir. Yikici inovasyonla isletme, pazardaki rakiplerinin
miisterilerini kendisine ¢gekmeye calisir. Bunu gergeklestirmek icin de bilgi kaynaklarini kullanarak
ihtiyaglar1 belirleme ve talepleri karsilamak isterler. Bu noktada yoneticilerin pozisyonlari ve inovasyon
siirecindeki bagarma arzulari 6nemli hale gelir. Bu baglamda, isletme igerisindeki pozisyon ve
inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisilerin isteklilikleri, yikici inovasyonu etkileyebilir.

Isletmenin stratejik adim olarak uygulayacag: yikici inovasyonda, yoneticilerin isletmedeki ve
daha onceki is tecriibeleri dnemli rol oynamaktadir. Farkli sektorlerde ve is modellerinde kazanilan
deneyim, yikici inovasyonlar1 degerlendirmede énemli bir avantajdir (Eggers & Kaplan, 2009). Nitekim,
Vecchiato (2017) calismasinda, yoneticilerin bilgi diizeyleri ve tecriibelerinin pazar se¢imini etkileyerek
yikict inovasyon kabiliyetini ve firma performansim artirabildigini ifade etmektedir. Isletme, iiriin veya
hizmetlerin ana pazarda olmayan miisterilerinin ihtiyacini karsilama ve sonrasinda iyilestirmelerle kendi
pazarindaki miisterilerin de taleplerini karsilamaya ¢aligir (Schmidt & Druehl, 2008). Bu siirecte yikict
iiriin veya hizmetler gelistirilebilir ve hizli tiretim ile de kalite artirilabilir (Christensen & Raynor, 2003).
Bu baglamda yoneticilerin isletme i¢i ve dis1 ig tecriibelerinin yikict inovasyon kabiliyetini
etkileyebilecegi diigiiniilmektedir.

Literatlir taramasinda yikic1 inovasyonu etkileyen faktorlerle ilgili yukarida sunulan bir¢ok
calismanin yapildigi goriilmektedir. Bunlardan birisi olan isletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri de yikici
inovasyon kabiliyetini dogrudan ya da dolayl olarak etkilemektedir. Bu iligki isletmenin g¢evresel
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degisimlere nasil tepki verdigini, inovasyonlar1 ortaya ¢ikaran kaynaklari nasil yonettigini belirler.
Caligmalarda yer alan tespitler, yikici inovasyon ile iligkisi olan ¢evresel faktorleri ortaya koymaktadir.
Isletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri ile iliski diizeyini agiklayan az sayida calismada ise, yapisal dzelliklerden
belirli bir kismi ile ilgili tespitler yer almaktadir. Bu calisma ile isletmenin yapisal ozellikleri
birlestirilerek bir biitiinliik igerisinde incelenecektir. Bu biitiinliigiin isletmenin yikici inovasyon
stratejilerini gelistirmede 6nemli katki saglayacag diistiniilmektedir. Bu baglamda, yukarida yer verilen
kuramsal temeller ve ampirik arastirmalardan yola ¢ikilarak, isletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri ile yikici
inovasyon iligkisi arastirilacaktir.

Arastirma Metodolojisi

Isletmeler rekabet kosullarinda siirdiiriilebilirligi saglamak icin inovasyon faaliyetlerini
gerceklestirmektedirler. Bu siirecte rakiplerine karsi iistiinliik kurma stratejisi adina miisteri portfoyiinii
genisletmek isterler. Bu nedenle ¢evresel degisimlere ve dijital doniislime uyum saglamak i¢in yikici
inovasyon kabiliyetini ortaya ¢ikarirlar. Literatiirde yikici inovasyonu etkileyen faktorlere yonelik
calismalar yer almaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada igletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri ile yikict inovasyon arasindaki
iliski incelenecektir. Isletmenin yapisal dzelliklerinin bir biitiinliik icerisinde yikic1 inovasyonu ne
Olciide etkiledigine yonelik arastirma dizayn edilmistir. Aragtirmadan elde edilen tespitlerin,
isletmelerin yikici inovasyon stratejilerine katki sunabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.

Yontem

Aragtirma, Ankara ilindeki organize sanayi bdlgelerinde is ve ingaat makineleri imalat1 yapan ve
orta biyiikliikteki igletmelerin alt, orta ve {ist diizey yonetim kadrosunda calisan beyaz yakali kisiler
lizerinde yapilmustir. Isletmelerinin yapisal ozellikleri ve yikic1 inovasyon uygulamalarmin
gerceklestirilme sikligina vermis olduklar1 cevaplar toplanarak yapisal 6zellikler ile yikici inovasyon
iligkisi arastirilacaktir.

Arastirmanin Modeli ve Hipotezleri

Degisim odakl1 ve yenilikgi isletmelerin yikici inovasyonu gelistirmek i¢in kaynaklarini ayirma
ve yeteneklerini bu dogrultuda kullanma olasiliklar1 daha yiiksektir. Bu igletmeler, miisteri ihtiyaglarina
dair derinlemesine ve doniistiiriicii bilgiler edinmek i¢in ¢agdas arastirma tekniklerini kullanirlar. Bu
arastirmalarla miisteriler dinlenilerek, geri bildirimlere dayali inovasyon gelistirilir (Slater & Mohr,
2006). Assink (2006) ¢alismasinda, isletmenin yapisal 6zelliklerinin ve yoneticilerin siirecini yanlig
yonetmesinin yikici inovasyon kabiliyetini etkiledigini tespit etmistir. Yapilan bu ¢alismada, literatiir
aragtirmalarinda ortaya konulan teorik temelden ve arastirma bulgularindan yola ¢ikilarak, igletmenin
yapisal ozellikleri ile yikici inovasyon arasindaki iligki diizeyi belirlenmeye calisilacaktir. Bu iligkiyi
belirlemek amaciyla Sekil 1'de gosterilen aragtirmanin modeli ve hipotezleri sunulmaktadir.
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Sekil 1. Aragtirma Modeli

H;: Kurulus y1l1 ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Ha: Hukuki yap1 ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Hj: Uretim tiirii ile yikic1 inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Ha: Pazar tiirii ile yikic1 inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Hs: Rekabet diizeyi ile yikict inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
He: Inovasyonu yénlendiren birim ya da kisi ile yikict inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Hj7: Yoneticinin pozisyonu ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamhi farklilik vardir.
Hs: Isletmedeki tecriibe ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.
Ho: Is tecriibesi ile yikic1 inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik vardir.

Arastirmanin Ana Kiitlesi ve Orneklemi

Aragtirmanin ana kiitlesini, Ankara ilinde organize sanayi bolgelerinde is ve insaat makineleri
imalat1 yapan orta biiylikliikteki isletmeler olusturmaktadir. Makine sanayisi, mal ve hizmet iiretme
faaliyette bulunan diger isletmelere kaynak olarak makine iiretimi saglamaktadir. Bu sanayideki yikici
inovasyon yerel, ulusal ve uluslararasi pazarda sunuldugundan ekonominin biitiinline tesir etmesi
ongoriilmektedir. Bu sektorde farkli islevler i¢in makine iiretebilecek birgok is kolu yer almaktadir. Is
ve ingaat makinesi imalati yapan isletmeler, teknolojik bilgi ve yetenekleri kullanarak miisteri
ihtiyaglarina yonelik kolaylastirici {irtin sunduklarindan tercih edilmistir. Bu kapsamda; is ve ingaat
makinesi imalat1 yapan igletmelerin bilgilerinin edinilmesi igin, Sanayi Bakanligi, TUIK ve Ankara
Ticaret Odas ile iletisime gecilmistir. Elde edilen verilerden 202 isletmenin Ankara’da faaliyet
gosterdigi tespit edilmistir. Ana kiitleyi temsil edecek aragtirma 6rmeklemi, % 95 giiven aralig1 ve % 5
hata pay1 ile Sekil 2°deki islemde gosterildigi lizere asgari 133 isletme olarak hesaplanmistir.

1.96%x 0.52 384.16
n= — = 38416 n= =133
0.05% 1 +384.16 /202

Sekil 2. Arastirma Ornekleminin Hesaplanmasi

Aragtirmada basit tesadiifi drnekleme yontemi secilmistir. Bu yontemde, arastirma evreni
igerisindeki isletmelerin her birine 6rnekleme secilme i¢in esit sans verilmistir. Isletmelerin 6zellikleri
tiirdes ve gergeve listesi olusturulmustur (Glirbiiz & Sahin, 2018). Hazirlanan arastirma 6l¢egi; kurum
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ziyareti, telefon, e-mail, posta yoluyla isletmelere ulastirilmistir. 140 igletmeden geri doniis saglanmustir.
Isletmelerin alt, orta ve iist diizey yoneticilerinden 406 anket verisi analiz edilmistir.

Arastirmaya katilan isletme ve yoneticilerin 6zellikleri incelendiginde; kurulus yili % 25,6 ile
1990-1999 iken, % 11,8’1i de 2010 yili ve sonrasi isletmelerdir. Hukuki yapiya gore isletmelerin %
66,3’ii limited, % 8,67s1 tek sahis sirket dzelligine sahiptir. Uretim tiirii olarak, isletmelerden % 18,0’
oOzel tretim, % 22,7’si seri Uretim ve % 59,4’1 kitle iiretimi yapmaktadir. Faaliyet gosterilen pazar
acisindan, isletmelerin % 60,6°s1 uluslararasi, % 24,9’u yerel ve % 14,5’ de ulusal pazarda yer
almaktadir. Rekabet diizeyi degerlendirmesinde, % 48,3 yogun, % 6,2 az olarak ifade etmislerdir.
Inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisinin oran1 % 35,15 ile en fazla yonetim iken, % 16,0°s1 ise atanan
bir birim ya da kisidir. Yoneticilerin pozisyonuna gore; % 52,7’si orta, % 28,81 iist, % 18,5°1 ise alt
diizey yonetici olarak yer almaktadir. Isletmedeki en diisiik tecriibe % 18,0 ile 20 yil ve iizeri iken, en
yiiksek olarak da % 28,3 ile 6-12 yildir. Ayrica, yoneticilerin % 45,81 20 yil ve {izeri is tecriibesine
sahip olduklarini ifade etmislerdir.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Arastirmadaki veriler, isletmenin yapisal ozellikleri ile yikici inovasyon arasindaki anlamli
farkliliklarm olup olmadigina yonelik olarak anket yontemiyle toplanmistir. Arastirmada yikici
inovasyonu Olgmeye yonelik, Meijer’in (2017) “Insaat Sektdriinde Yikici Inovasyonlarin
Belirlenmesine Yonelik Perspektifler” isimli g¢aligmasindan yararlanilmistir. Calismadaki olgek,
Tiirkge’ye ¢evrilerek uyarlanmistir. Yerli ve yabanci literatiirden elde edilen bilgiler ve pilot
uygulamadan gelen geri bildirimler ile yikic1 inovasyon 6l¢egi uyarlanmistir. Dogrulayici faktdr analizi
uygulanarak gecerlilik testleri ve i¢ tutarlilik testleri ile de gilivenilirligi belirlenmistir. Elde edilen
olgekte yikici inovasyonu belirlemeye yonelik olarak 41 ifade yer almaktadir. Katilimcilarin arasgtirma
Olcegindeki uygulamalarin, igletmelerindeki siklik diizeyini belirlemeye yonelik, 5°1i likert (Her Zaman
Gergeklesir, Siklikla Gergeklesir, Ara Sira Gergeklesir, Nadir Gergeklesir, Hi¢ Gergeklesmez) dlgegi
kullanilmigtir.

Istatistiksel Analiz

Aragtirma kapsaminda elde edilen veriler, veri tabani programi olan IBM SPSS 22.0 kullanilarak
analiz edilmistir. Olgegin yapisal gegerliligini belirlemek igin dogrulayici faktdr analizi, giivenilirligini
belirleyebilmek amactyla Cronbach Alpha testi uygulanmistir. Isletmenin yapisal dzellikleri ile yikici
inovasyon arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olup olmadigim belirlemeye yonelik tek yonlii varyans (Anova)
analizleri uygulanmistir.

Bulgular

Aragtirma Olgeginin Orneklem yeterliligini belirlemek i¢in Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) ve
Bartlett testleri uygulanmistir. KMO 6lgiitii 6rneklemin faktdr analizi igin yeterli oldugunu
gostermektedir (KMO=.814). Barlett’s kiiresellik testi sonucunda (x> (820)=13262.042; p=.000)
degiskenler arasinda faktor analizine uygun korelasyonlar oldugu dogrulanmistir. Arastirmada
kullanilan yikici inovasyon 6lgeginin gegerli olup olmadigim tespit edebilmek i¢in dogrulayici faktor
analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Arastirma 6l¢eginin kullanildigi Meijer’in (2017) ¢aligmasinda, 5 faktorde
dagilim gosterdigi goriilmektedir. Bu calismada ise kontrol ifadeleri kullanildigindan, 10 faktorde
(Bireysel bilgi ve yetenekler ve kontrol ifadeleri, kollektif bilgi ve yetenekler ve kontrol ifadeleri,
organizasyon i¢i silirecler ve kontrol ifadeleri, organizasyonlar arasi siirecler, finansal faktorler ve
kontrol ifadeleri, kurallar ve diizenleyici faktorler) normal dagilim gostermektedir. Faktor yiiklerinin de
0.59 ile 0.88 arasinda deger aldig tespit edilmistir. Olusan bu faktoérlerle toplam varyansin % 76.28’sinin
aciklanabildigi ve oOlgegin yapisal gegerliligini destekledigi ifade edilebilir. Arastirma Olgeginin
giivenilirligini belirleyebilmek amaciyla i¢ tutarlilik analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan Cronbach Alpha testi
bulgularina gore; yikici inovasyon 6lgegi 0.87 oldugundan giivenilirligin yiiksek oldugu ifade edilebilir
(Islamoglu & Almagik, 2013).
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Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iligkin goriiglerinin, kurulus yilma gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iligkin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgulan 6zeti Tablo 1’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 1. Kurulus Y1li ile Yikici Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktérlii Varyans ve Coklu
Karsilastirma Tukey Testi Ozeti

Kurulus Yih N Ort. SS SD F P 1 2 3 4 5

1. 1979 ve Oncesi 48 397 43

2. 1980 - 1989 84 3.82 .39 *

3.1990 - 1999 104 383 44 4401 7.823 .000 *

4.2000 - 2009 84 4.11 36 * * *

5. 2010 ve Sonrast 86 3.88 31 *
Toplam 406 391 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglara gore, kurulug yillan farkli olan isletmelerde ¢alisan
yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik vardir (F4.401y=7.823; p<.05). Bu
sonuglara gore, H; hipotezi KABUL edilmistir. Farkliliklarin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini gésteren
coklu karsilagtirma Tukey testi sonuglarina gore kurulus yili 2000-2009 yillar arasindaki isletmelerdeki
yoneticiler (Ort.=4.11; SS.=36) ile 1980-1989, 1990-1999, 2010 ve sonrasi kurulus yili olan
isletmelerde ¢alisan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik oldugu tespit
edilmistir (p<.05). Bu farkliligin 2000 yilindan sonra dijitallesme ile birlikte isletmelerin daha esnek bir
yaptya sahip olmalarindan kaynakli olabilecegi ifade edilebilir. 2010 y1lindan sonra kurulan igletmelerin
ise pazarda yeni olmalarindan dolayi, risk egilimlerinin diisiik olabilecegi sdylenebilir. 2000 yilindan
once kurulan igletmeler de degisime karsi direng gosterebileceginden dijital doniisiime gegiste
zorlanabilirler.

Yoneticilerin yikict inovasyona iligkin gorislerinin, hukuki yapiya gére anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iliskin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgular 6zeti Tablo 2’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 2. Hukuki Yapr ile Yikici Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans ve Coklu Karsilastirma

Tukey Testi Ozeti
Hukuki Yapr N Ort. SS SD F P 1 2 3 4
1. Tek Sahis 35 4.11 40 *
2. Limited 269 388 40 2403 5113 006 *
3. Anonim 102 393 38
Toplam 406 391 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, hukuki yapilar1 farkli olan isletmelerde calisan
yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik vardir (F403=5.113; p<.05). Bu
sonuglara gore, Hs hipotezi KABUL edilmistir. Farkliliklarin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini gésteren
coklu karsilastirma Tukey testi sonuglarma gore hukuki yapisi tek sahis olan igletmelerde calisan
yoneticiler (Ort.=4.11; SS.=.40) ile hukuki yapisi limited olan isletmelerde ¢alisan yoneticilerin yikici
inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir (p<.05). Tek sahis olan
sirketler karar vericinin tek olmasi sayesinde hizli aksiyonlar alinabilir. Bu sayede yikici teknolojilere
daha kolay uyum saglayabilirler. Limited sirketler de karar alma siireclerinde daha hizli ve daha az
biirokratik olabildiginden, anonim sirketlere gore yeni teknolojilere ve inovasyonlara daha kolay adapte
olabilirler.
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Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iligskin goriislerinin, liretim tiirline gére anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iligkin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgular 6zeti Tablo 3’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 3. Uretim Tiirii ile Yikic1 Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktérlii Varyans ve Coklu Karsilastirma

Tukey Testi Ozeti
Uretim Tiirii N Ort. SS SD F | 1 2 3
1. Seri Uretim 92 4.00 43 *
2. Kitle Uretimi 241 3.87 37 2403 3405 .034 *
3. Ozel Uretim 73 393 46
Toplam 406 3091 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, {iretim tiirii farkli olan isletmelerde c¢alisan
yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik vardir (F2.403=3.405; p<.05). Bu
sonuglara gore, Hsz hipotezi KABUL edilmistir. Farkliliklarin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini gésteren
coklu karsilastirma Tukey testi sonuglarina gore seri liretim tiiriinii gergeklestiren isletmelerde ¢alisan
yoneticiler (Ort.=4.00; SS.=.43) ile kitle iiretim tiiriinii ger¢eklestiren isletmelerde c¢alisan yoneticilerin
yikic1 inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir (p<.05). Seri iiretimde
mevcut {iretim yapisi, otomasyon, dijitallesme ve teknolojik degisimle birlikte diisiik maliyetlerle
kendisini gosterebilir. Kitle {iretimi yapan isletmelerin, biiylik Olgekli altyapr yatirimlarina
yonelmelerinden dolayi, sabit maliyetlerinde artis olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu nedenle, yeni
teknolojileri kulllanmada ve inovasyon yapmada yavas kalabilirler. Ozel iiretimler de kitle iiretimlere
gore daha esnek ve diisiik hacimli olabileceginden, yikici inovasyonlarmm gelisim siirecini
destekleyebilir.

Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iliskin goriislerinin, pazar tiirline gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iligkin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgular 6zeti Tablo 4’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 4. Pazar Tiirii ile Yikic1 Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans Ozeti

Pazar Tiiri N Ort. SS SD F P
Yerel Pazar 101 3.86 .50
Ulusal Pazar 59 3.95 31 2.403 1.074 .343
Uluslararasi: Pazar 246 3.93 .38
Toplam 406 3.91 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, faaliyet gosterdigi pazar tliri farkli olan
isletmelerde ¢alisan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriigleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik yoktur
(F2.403=1.074; p>.05). Bu sonuglara gore, Hs hipotezi RED edilmistir. Pazar tiirii inovasyonun
baslangici ve gelisiminde belirleyici 6zellik tasir. Yerel pazarlarda faaliyet gosteren isletmelerin yeni
kurulan isletmeler olabilecegi ve bilgi kaynaklarmin eksikligi, riskin diigiik tutulmasi gibi nedenlerle
yeni iirlin yapma konusunda temkinli yaklastiklar1 diisiiniilmektedir. Ulusal ve uluslararasi pazarlarda
inovasyon yapan isletmelerin, pazar bosluklarin1 yakalayamamasi, kural ve diizenlemelerin sikilig1 gibi
nedenlerle yeni teknolojileri uygulamada yetersiz kaldiklari sdylenebilir.

Yoneticilerin yikic inovasyona iliskin gorislerinin, rekabet diizeyine gére anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iliskin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgular 6zeti Tablo 5’de yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 5. Rekabet Diizeyi ile Yikic1 Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans Ozeti

Rekabet Durumu N Ort. SS SD F P
Az 25 3.87 .30
Orta 185 3.89 .39 2.403 .698 498
Yogun 196 3.94 42
Toplam 406 3.91 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, pazardaki rekabet durumu algis1 farkli olan
isletmelerde c¢alisan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriigleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik yoktur
(F2.403=.698; p>.05). Bu sonuglara gore, Hs hipotezi RED edilmistir. Burada isletmelerin kisa siireli
performans beklentisi s6z konusu olabilir. Bu nedenle riskin diisiik tutularak istikrar agisindan belirsizlik
tastyan yikici inovasyonlar1 yapmaktan ¢ekindikleri ifade edilebilir.

Yoneticilerin yikict inovasyona iligskin goriislerinin, inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisiye
gore anlamli bir farklilik gosterip gostermedigi 406 kigiden elde edilen veri iizerinden aragtirilmistir.
Ornekleme iliskin baz1 istatistikler ve analiz bulgular1 6zeti Tablo 6°da yer almaktadir.

Tablo 6. Inovasyonu Yénlendiren Birim ya da Kisi ile Yikict Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii
Varyans ve Coklu Karsilastirma Tukey Testi Ozeti

Inovasyonu Yonlendiren N  Ort SS SD F P 1 2 3 4

Birim ya da Kisi
1. Yonetim 144 389 43 *
2. Atanmis Bir Birim ya da Kigi 65 4.05 .36 * *
o ] 3.402 8.865 .000
3. Proje Liderleri 9 377 .35 * *
4. Herkes 101 4.00 .39 *
Toplam 406 3.91 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gére, inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisisi farkli
olan isletmelerde calisan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik vardir
(F(3.402=8.865; p<.05). Bu sonucglara gore, H¢ hipotezi KABUL edilmistir. Farkliliklarin hangi
gruplardan kaynaklandigim1 gosteren coklu karsilastirma Tukey testi sonuglarina gore; inovasyonu
yonlendiren birim ya da kisisi atanmis bir birim ya da kisi olan isletmelerde calisan yoneticiler
(Ort.=4.05; SS.=.36) ile inovasyonu ydnlendiren birim ya da kisisi yonetim, proje liderleri olan
isletmelerde ¢alisan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik oldugu tespit
edilmistir (p<.05). Ayrica inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisisi herkes (Ort.=4.00; SS.=.39) ile
inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ya da kisisi proje liderleri olan igletmelerde galisan yoneticilerin yikici
inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlamli bir farklibik oldugu tespit edilmistir (p<.05). Inovasyonu
yonlendiren birime atanmis birisinin inovasyon yapma konusunda istekliligi yiiksek olabilir. Ayni
sekilde isletmedeki herkesin inovasyonu yonlendirme konusunda sorumluluk almasi, yikict inovasyon
kabiliyetini artirabilir. Yonetimin ve proje liderlerinin is yogunluklari, yeni inovasyon yapma konusunda
engel teskil edebilir.

Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iliskin goriislerinin, yoneticinin pozisyonuna gdre anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gdstermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iliskin
bazi istatistikler ve analiz bulgular1 6zeti Tablo 7°de yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 7. Yoneticinin Pozisyonu ile Yikict inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans Ozeti

Pozisyon N Ort. SS SD F P
Alt Diizey Yonetici 75 3.96 48
Orta Diizey Yonetici 214 3.91 40 2.403 .609 544
Ust Diizey Yonetici 117 3.89 35

Toplam 406 3.91 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuclaria gore, isletmede pozisyonu farkli olan yoneticilerin yikici
inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik yoktur (F(2.403=.609; p>.05). Bu sonuglara gore, Hy
hipotezi RED edilmistir. Isletmelerde ¢alisan beyaz yakalilarm, bilgi kaynaklarmi etkin
kullanamadiklar1 sOylenebilir. Bu nedenle de yikici inovasyon i¢in ihtiyag duyulan c¢evresel
degisikliklere tepki veremedikleri disiiniilmektedir. Yeni teknolojilere uyum saglama ve inovasyon
kararinda gecikmelerin yasandigi ifade edilebilir.

Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iligkin goriislerinin, isletmedeki tecriilbeye gore anlamli bir
farklilik gosterip gdstermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iliskin
bazi istatistikler ve analiz bulgular1 6zeti Tablo 8’de yer almaktadir.

Tablo 8. Isletmedeki Tecriibe ile Yikic1 Inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans ve Coklu
Karsilastirma Tukey Testi Ozeti

Isletmedeki Tecribe N  Ort. SS  SD F P 1 2 3 4
1.1-5Y1 106  3.86 41 *
2.6-12Y1l 115 3.87 40 *
3.402 3.330  .020
3.13-19 Y1l 112 4.01 37 * *
4.20 Yil ve Uzeri 73 3.92 42
Toplam 406 3091 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglaria gore, isletmedeki tecriibesi farkli olan yoneticilerin yikici
inovasyon goriigleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik vardir (F3.402=3.330; p<.05). Bu sonuglara gore, Hs
hipotezi KABUL edilmistir. Farkliliklarin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigin1 gosteren c¢oklu
karsilastirma Tukey testi sonuglarina gore isletmede 13-19 yil tecriibesi olan yoneticiler (Ort.=4.01;
SS.=.37) ile isletmede 1-5 y1l ve 6-12 y1l tecriibesi olan yoneticilerin yikici inovasyon goriisleri arasinda
anlaml bir farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir (p<.05). 13-19 yil isletme tecriibesi olan yoneticilerin,
bilgiye hizli erisme, dijitallesme ve yeni teknolojilerin isletmeye uyarlanmasi konularinda
farkindaliklarinin yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu nedenle, yikici inovasyon i¢in stratejik kararlarin
verilmesinde, bu kategorideki isletme tecriibesinin 6nemli olabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir. 12 yildan
az igletme tecriibesi olanlar ise pazar se¢imi ve inovasyon yapma konusunda destege ihtiya¢ duyabilirler.
Diger taraftan, 20 yildan fazla igletme tecriibesi olanlar yeni iirlin yapma konusunda kaliplagmisg
yargilar1 nedeniyle direng gosterebilirler. Ayrica is toplantilari, fuar ve sergi gibi faaliyetlere
katilmalarindan dolayi, yeterli zamani bulamayabilirler.

Yoneticilerin yikici inovasyona iliskin gorislerinin, is tecriibesine gore anlamli bir farklilik
gosterip gostermedigi 406 kisiden elde edilen veri iizerinden arastirilmistir. Ornekleme iligkin bazi
istatistikler ve analiz bulgulan 6zeti Tablo 9’da yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 9. Is Tecriibesi ile Yikici inovasyon Arasindaki Tek Faktorlii Varyans Ozeti

Is Tecriibesi N Ort. SS SD F P
1-5Y1l 36 3.84 .39
6-12Yi1l 59 3.93 42
3.402 457 12
13-19 Y1l 125 3.92 40
20 Y1l ve Uzeri 186 3.92 .40
Toplam 406 3,91 40

Tek faktorlii varyans analizi sonuglarina gore, is tecriibesi farkli olan yoneticilerin yikici
inovasyon goriisleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik yoktur (F.402=.457; p>.05). Bu sonuglara gore, Ho
hipotezi RED edilmigtir. Farkli sektdor ve isletmelerdeki is tecriibeleri, yikici inovasyon
degerlendirmesinde dnemli bir avantajdir. 12 yildan az is tecriibesi olan yoneticilerin, ilk isyerlerinin
burasi olabilecegi veya sik sik yer degistirdikleri sylenebilir. 13 yildan fazla is tecriibesi olanlar da ige
ara verme, yoneticilikteki deneyimlerinin azlig1, farkli kiiltiir ve toplumlarda ¢aligma, isteksizlik, isletme
normlar1 gibi sebeplerle yikici inovasyona farkli bakiyor olabilirler.

Tartisma

Yikict inovasyon faaliyetlerini yerine getiren isletmeler, g¢evresel kosullarin etkileriyle
karsilasabilmektedir. Bu kosullardan isletmenin i¢ g¢evresinde yer alan yapisal ozellikler, yikict
inovasyonlarin pazara sunulmasinda 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Literatiirdeki alan arastirmalarinda
ortaya cikan tespitlerde belirtildigi {lizere, isletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri yikici inovasyon kabiliyetini
etkileyebilmektedir. Yapilan bu ¢calismada, yikici inovasyon ile iligkisi olabilecegi diisiiniilen isletmenin
yapisal ozellikleri incelenmistir. Bu baglamda, belirli degiskenlerin yikici inovasyon diizeyini anlaml
sekilde etkiledigi tespit edilmistir. Arastirma bulgulari, literatliirde yer alan bazi ¢aligmalarla uyumlu
olmakla birlikte, baz1 noktalarda farkliliklar gostermektedir.

Aragtirma bulgusunda, isletmenin kurulus y1l1 ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlaml farklilik tespit
edilmistir. Bu farklilik, 2000 yilindan sonra kurulan isletmelerin dijitallesme ile birlikte bilgiye hizl
ulasma ve yeni teknolojileri uygulama konusunda daha esnek yapida faaliyet gdstermesinden
kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Bu bulgu, Christensen (1997) tarafindan ortaya ¢ikarilan yikici inovasyon
teorisiyle ortligmektedir. Yeni kurulan isletmelerin yikici yeniliklere daha kolay adapte olduklarini ifade
etmektedir. Bir diger ¢aligmada Ansari ve arkadaslar1 (2016) da yeni kurulan firmalarin risk alma
egilimlerinin daha fazla oldugunu ve yikici inovasyonlara yatkinligimi belirtmektedir. Arastirma
bulgusunda kurulus yil1 daha eski olan (2000 y1l1 6ncesi) isletmelerin yikici inovasyon yapmada yavas
kaldig1 ve isteksizliklerinin olabilecegi tespit edilmistir. Sirket normlari, orgiit kiiltiirii ve degisime
direng olgusu bu isletmelerin ¢evik ve esnek olmasim engelliyor olabilir. Nitekim bu bulguya benzerlik
gosteren, Park ve arkadaslar1 (2010) ¢alismasindaki isletme yasi ile biiyiime hizi arasindaki ters yonlii
iligkinin tespitidir. Aragtirma bulgularinda isletmelerin hukuki yapisi ile yikici inovasyon arasinda
anlamli farkliligin oldugunu gdstermektedir. Tek sahis olan isletmelerin, yenilik yapmada hizli karar
alabilmesinden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica limited sirketlerin daha az biirokratik yapiya sahip olmasi,
karar alma siireclerini hizlandirarak inovasyonlar1 hizli bir sekilde pazara sunabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.
Diger taraftan anonim sirketlerde hukuki yap1 geregi, yonetim kurulu kararlar belirleyicidir. Bu
nedenle, inovasyon siirecleri de yavas kalmaktadir. Hitt ve arkadaslar1 (2011) calismasinda sirket
yapisinin stratejik esneklik ilizerindeki etkisini tespit etmistir. Bu caligmadaki tespit ile arastirma
bulgumuz ortiismektedir.

Aragtirma bulgusunda, iiretim tiirii ile yikic1 inovasyon arasinda anlamli farkliligin oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Bu farklilikta ortaya ¢ikan duruma yonelik olarak, seri iiretim yapan isletmelerin iiretim
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hattindaki degisim faaliyetlerinin daha esnek olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica kitle tiretimi
yapan isletmelerin sabit maliyetleri yiliksek olabileceginden, inovasyon yapmada yavas kalabilecekleri
degerlendirilmektedir. Bu bulguya benzerlik tagiyan bir ¢aligmada Chesbrough (2003), seri iiretimin Ar-
Ge yatinmindan dolayi, inovasyonu gelistirme konusunda katki saglayabildigini belirtmektedir.
Aragtirma kapsaminda incelenmeye ¢aligilan, isletmenin pazar tiirii ve rekabet durumu ile yikict
inovasyon arasinda anlamli bir farkliligin olmadig1 analiz bulgularinda tespit edilmistir. Bu farklilik, is
ve ingaat makineleri liretimi yapan yeni kurulmus isletmelerin ilk olarak yerel pazarda faaliyet
gostermesinden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Yerel pazarda, riskin diisiik tutulmasi egilimi olabilmektedir.
Ayrica rekabet diizeyi de diisiik olarak goriildiigiinden inovasyon yapmaya istekli olmayabilirler. Ulusal
ve uluslararasi pazarlarda inovasyon yapan isletmelerin de yasal diizenlemeler, miisterilere erigim
zorlugu ve yeterli nisleri yakalayamama gibi sebeplerden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica kitle iiretimi
yapan isletmelerdeki sabit maliyetlerin yliksek olmasi, 6zel iiretimlerin de kisa siirede karsiligin
bulamamasi1 da yikic1 inovasyonu engelleyebilir. Bu nedenle Pazar belirsizlikleri stireci etkileyebilir.
Nitekim, Majamaki (2013) caligmasinda, yikici inovasyonlardaki pazarin mevcut olmadigini ve ortaya
cikabilecek potansiyelin tahmin edilmesinin zor olacagim belirtmektedir. Pazardaki rekabet avantajinin
sorunlar1 ¢ozmede yetersiz kalabildigini ve yeni kurulan isletmelerde biiylime potansiyelinin
gerceklesmedigini tespit etmistir.

Aragtirma bulgusunda tespit edilen noktalardan birisi de inovasyonu yonlendiren birimin yikic1
inovasyonla anlamli bir iliskisi oldugudur. Inovasyonu yonlendirme konusunda atanan veya
gorevlendirilen birim ya da kisinin istekliliginin fazla olmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica bu
yonlendirmede isletmedeki tiim ¢aliganlarin sorumluluk almasinin farkindaligi artirabildigi sdylenebilir.
Diger taraftan inovasyonu yonlendirmede yetkili olan isletme sahiplerinin ve proje liderlerinin, isletme
tamitim1 konusunda yaptiklar gezi, sergi, is toplantilar1 gibi faaliyetlerinin yogunlugu, inovasyon
yapmay1 yavaslatabilir. Arastirma bulgularinda ydneticinin isletme igerisindeki pozisyonu ile yikici
inovasyon arasinda bir iliski olmadig1 tespit edilmistir. Bilgi kaynaklarinin elde edilmesi, pazar
arastirmalarinin yapilmasi ve degisimin uygulanmasinda yoneticilerin igletmedeki pozisyonu énemli bir
avantajdir. Inovasyona kars1 isteklilik ve yeni bir kararin alinmasinda bu avantaj kendisini gdsterebilir.
Bu farklilik isletmede iist yonetimin yogun faaliyetlerinden dolay1 baz1 kararlar1 orta ve alt diizey
yonetime birakmasindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Yoneticinin stratejik kararlarin alinmasindaki giicii,
yikic1 inovasyona gegiste belirleyici bir rol oynayabilir. Fakat, Christensen (1997) ¢aligmasinda, biiytik
firmalardaki iist diizey yoneticilerin mevcut is modeline bagl kaldiklar1 ve istikrar1 diistinmelerinden
dolay1 yikici inovasyon siirecini yavaglattigini belirtmektedir. Arastirmamizin bulgusu bu ¢aligsmadaki
tespitlere benzerlik tagimaktadir. Diger taraftan, Steele & Watts (2022) calismasinda, yonetici
pozisyonuna dair rollerin stratejik yonlendirme, kaynak tahsisi, risk yonetimi gibi inovasyon ¢iktilart
iizerinde olumlu etkisinin olduguni tespit etmistir. Yonetici rollerinin devredilmesi, inovasyona
yonelmede slireci yavaslatabilir. Ayrica, Das ve arkadaslar1 (2018) ¢alismasinda, isletmelerin yikici
inovasyon uygulamalarina engel olarak yeni fikirlere destek vermeyen organizasyon yapisinin oldugunu
tespit etmistir. Bu bulgu isletmedeki yonetim kademesindeki pozisyonun onemli oldugunu ifade
etmektedir. Arastirma yapilan isletmeler sektorel olarak benzer inovasyonlara odaklandiklarmdan,
yikic1 inovasyonla ilgili goriislerinin de ayni1 dogrultuda yer alabilecegi ifade edilebilir.

Literatiir caligmalari, yoneticilerin deneyimlerinin yikict inovasyona yaklagimda etkili
olabilecegini belirtmektedir. Arastirma bulgusunda, isletmedeki tecriibe ile yikici inovasyon arasinda
anlamhi farklilik oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu farklilikla ilgili olarak, isletmede 13-19 yil c¢alisan
yoneticilerin, dijitallesme ile birlikte teknolojiyi isletmeye uyarlama konusunda daha istekli
olmalarindan kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Ayrica yikici inovasyona yonelik egitim almis ve bu konuda
deneyimli departman yoneticilerinin inovasyonun verimli yonetilmesinde etkili olduklar1 ifade
edilebilir. Diger taraftan igletmede uzun siireli galisanlarin (20 yildan fazla) yikici inovasyona ilgi
duymamalar ise, sabit is modellerine bagh kalma ve degisime direng gdstermelerinden kaynaklaniyor
olabilir. Ayrica, isletmeler yerel, ulusal ve uluslararasi pazarda iiriinlerini sunduklarindan, tecriibeli
yoneticiler is gezilerine siirekli gitmektedirler. Arastirma bulgusunun benzerligi olarak; Boepeah ve
arkadaglar1 (2022) yapmis olduklar calismada, yoneticilerin miisteri deneyimlerinin iyilestirilmesinde
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ve teknolojinin entegre edilerek stratejilerin basartyla uygulanabilmesindeki deneyimlerinin énemli
oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir. Bilgi ve teknolojideki ilerlemelerin hiz1 diisiiniildiigiinde; ayn1 isletmede
13-19 yil tecriibesi olanlarin daha az deneyimi olan yoneticilere gore tehditleri algilama, firsatlar
degerlendirme konularinda daha deneyimli olduklari ifade edilebilir. Ayrica farkli sektor ve isletmelerde
kazanilan is tecriibesi de yikici inovasyonlara karar verme ve yonlendirmede dnemli bir faktor olarak
alan aragtirmalarinda belirtilmektedir. Fakat arastirmamizin bulgusunda, is tecriibesi ile yikic
inovasyon arasinda bir iligki tespit edilememistir. Bu durumun, yoneticilerin deneyim eksiklikleri, orgiit
kiiltiirtindeki farkliliklar, farkli cografyalardaki zorlu is kosullar1 gibi sebeplerden kaynaklanabilecegi
degerlendirilmektedir. Oysa ki Sadiq ve arkadaslar1 (2020) yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada, deneyimli
yoneticilerin  yikict inovasyonlarin etkili bir sekilde yonlendirilmesinde ve faaliyetlere
odaklanilmasindaki roliiniin 6nemli oldugu tespiti ve bu sayede firsatlarin yakalanmasi ve siirdiiriilebilir
rekabet avantajinin elde edilebilecegi belirtilmektedir.

Literatlir taramasinda Tiirkiye’de isletmenin yapisal ozellikleri ile yikici inovasyon iligkisini
dogrudan inceleyen ¢aligmalar sinirli olmakla birlikte, yapilan ¢aligmalarin daha ¢ok genel inovasyon
ve yenilikgilik iizerine odaklandig1 goriilmektedir. Aydogdu (2023) calismasinda, orgiitsel bagisikligin
yikic1 inovasyonu etkiledigini tespit etmistir. Bagisiklik yapisinin giiglendirilmesinin, yikici inovasyon
kabiliyetini artirabilecegi belirtilmistir. Arastirma bulgusunda ortaya ¢ikan, yikici inovasyon i¢in 6nemli
olabilecegi diisiiniilen yoneticilerin deneyimleri ve inovasyonlar1 yonlendirmede kullanilacak bilgi
kaynaklarinin aynm1 zamanda Orgiitiin bagisiklik yapisini da giiclendirebilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.
Diger bir ¢calismada Avci ve arkadaslar1 (2016), 2003-2015 yillar1 arasinda Tiirk imalat sanayisinin
diisiik ve orta diizeyde teknolojiye odaklandigin ve yliksek teknolojiye geciste heniiz yeterli olmadigini
tespit etmistir. Arastirma bulgusunda {iretim tiirii ile yikici inovasyon arasinda iligki oldugu
goriilmektedir. Yikic1 inovasyon i¢in yeni teknolojinin isletmeye uyarlanmasi, imalat sanayisinin
rekabet giicilinii artirabilir. Fazlioglu ve arkadaslar (2018) ¢alismasinda, farkli inovasyon tiirlerinin Tiirk
imalat firmalarinin verimliligini pozitif yonde etkiledigini ve firma biiyiikliigliniin 6nemli oldugunu
tespit etmistir. Firma biiyiikliigli de isletmenin 6zelliklerinden birisi olarak inovasyonu etkileyebilir.
Yurtseven & Pamukgu (2022) calismasinda, firmalarin kaynak pozisyonu, bilgi temeli ve igbirligi
davraniglan gibi yapisal farkliliklarinin inovasyon c¢esitliligi ve niteligini etkiledigini tespit edilmistir.
Bu calismadaki bulgulara benzerlik acisindan, aragtirma bulgularinda ortaya c¢ikan belirli yapisal
ozelliklerin yikici inovasyonu gelistirebilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.

Sonug¢

Isletmenin yapisal &zellikleri, yikic1 inovasyonun gergeklesmesini saglayan ya da engelleyen
temel faktdrlerlerlerden birisidir. Ozellikle hizli ve stratejik karar alma, esnek organizasyon, Ar-Ge
yatirimu, bilgi kaynaklarina erisim, yeni teknolojilerinin isletmeye entegre edilmesi, bu siirecin basariyla
siirdiiriilmesinde kritik rol oynamaktadir. Isletmelerin rekabet edebilmesi ve siirdiiriilebilirliginde yikici
inovasyonlar stratejik bir adim olarak goriilmektedir.

Yapilan arastirmalar, hem uluslararas1 hem de Tiirkiye 6zelinde isletmelerin yapisal 6zelliklerinin
yikic1 inovasyon kapasitesi ilizerinde dogrudan ve dolayli etkileri oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
calismada yer alan arastirma bulgularindaki tespitlere gore, isletmenin kurulus yil1, hukuki yapisi, iiretim
tiirii, inovasyonu yonlendiren birim ve isletme tecriibesi ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlaml farkliliklar
vardir. Dijitallesmenin etkisiyle esnek organizasyon yapilarmin ortaya ¢ikmasi, stratetejik kararlarin
hizli bir sekilde verilmesini saglamaktadir. Yoneticilerin tecriibesi ile bilgi kaynaklarimi etkin
kullanarak, inovasyonlart yonlendirmede basarili olabildikleri degerlendirilmektedir. Arastirma
kapsamindaki isletmeler, makine imalat sanayisinin alt kollarindan biri olan is ve insaat makineleri
iiretimi alaninda uzmanlagsmiglardir. Bu isletmeler yerel, ulusal ve uluslararasi pazarda miisteri
taleplerine uygun olarak inovasyon faaliyetlerini gerceklestirmektedirler. Is ve insaat makineleri
iiretiminde rakiplerine kars1 pazar firsatlarini degerlendirmede gerceklestirecekleri inovasyonlari yikict
etkisini ortaya ¢ikarmaya caligmaktadirlar. Bunu saglamak icin de ihtiyaclarin siirekli olarak belirlendigi
ve kargilanmaya galisildigi sdylenebilir. Isletmeler kendi kurumsal yapilarina uygun gdzlem araglarryla
ortaya ¢ikabilecek sorunlari, eksiklikleri ya da kolaylastiric1 faktorleri her tiirli arag, gereg, yontem,
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model vb. tespit ederek, rakiplerinden daha hizli hareket etmek durumundadirlar. Ozellikle benzer iiriin
grubu pazarinda yer alan igletmeler rekabet igerisinde oldugundan, inovasyonlarini basarili bir sekilde
sunarak avantaj saglamak durumundadirlar. Bu amagla yapisal 6zelliklerini gelistirerek rakip isletmenin
miisterilerini kendisine ¢ekme yoluna gitmektedirler. Arastirma bulgularinda, isletmenin pazar tiiri,
rekabet diizeyi, yoneticinin pozisyonu ve is tecriibesi ile yikici inovasyon arasinda anlamli farklilik
olmadig1 tespit edilmistir. Bu tespitin, arastirma yapilan isletmelerdeki yoneticilerin kisa siireli
performans beklentileri, risk egilimlerinin diigsilk olmasi, rekabetin diizeyini diisiik veya yogun
hissetmeleri, deneyim eksiklikleri, i3 yogunluklar1 gibi sebeplerden kaynaklanabilecegi
degerlendirilmektedir. Arastirma bulgularinda ortaya ¢ikan tespitler, yikici inovasyon kavramini ortaya
cikaran Christensen’in (1997) kuramsal temelinde ve sonrasindaki alan arastirmalarindaki bulgularla
benzer yonlere sahiptir. Arastirmalardan farkli olarak tespit edilen bulgularin ise sektorel, bolgesel,
kiiltiirel, pazar farkliliklar1 gibi nedenlerden kaynaklanabilecegi 6ngoriilmektedir.

Bu calismada, isletmenin yikici inovasyon kabiliyetini artirmada yapisal 6zelliklerinin etkisi
aragtinlmigtir. Ayn1 zamanda, isletme rakiplerden gelebilecek yikict inovasyon tehdidiyle de
karsilasabilir. Bu durumda, mevcut igletmeler farkli kaynaklara, pazar konumlarina ve stratejilere sahip
olsa da yeni kurulanlar kargisinda tek rakip olarak goriiliir. Burada olusabilecek tehdite karsi en uygun
eylem araglan igletmenin 6zelliklerine baglh olarak degisebilir (Sandstrom vd., 2009). Bu nedenle,
isletme yikici tehdite verilecek stratejik adim olarak inovasyon giiclinii ortaya ¢ikaran 6zelliklerini
gelistirebilir. Bu giig ile ilgili olarak, Prihastomo ve arkadaglar1 (2025) ¢alismasinda alt1 kritik faktorii
tespit etmistir. Bunlar, talep, teknoloji hazirligi, diizenlemeler, isgiicii, harici teknoloji ve sermayedir.
Bu baglamda isletmenin yapisal 6zelliklerini bu faktorlere gore uyumlastirmasi, yikici inovasyon
kabiliyetini olumlu yonde etkileyebilir.

Bu caligma, Tiirkiye’deki is ve ingaat makine {iretimi yapan isletmeler 6zelinde, yapisal
degiskenlerin inovasyon siirecindeki etkisini ortaya koymasi agisindan literatiire katki sunmaktadir.
Ozellikle pazar tiiri, isletme tecriibesi, inovasyonun yonlendirildigi birim gibi faktdrlerin, yikict
inovasyon ile nasil iligkilendigi konusunda detayli bir cer¢ceve sunmaktadir. Tiirkiye O6zelinde
degerlendirildiginde, imalat sektoriindeki isletmelerin ¢ogunlugu geleneksel yapilara sahip olmakla
birlikte, yikici inovasyona gec¢is icin yapisal doniisiim ihtiyacina gerek duymaktadir. Yapisal
reformlarm, yenilik¢i Orgiit kiiltlirli ve 6grenen organizasyon yaklagimi ile desteklenmesi, teknoloji
temelli kalkinma hedeflerine ulasilmasini kolaylastiracaktir.

Oneriler

Yapilan bu ¢alismada, isletmenin yapisal 6zellikleri ile yikici inovasyon iligkisi arastirilmigtir.
Arastirmanin uygulama kisminin pandemi dénemine gelmesi ve isletme ziyaretlerinin sinirl tutulmasi
onemli bir kisit olmustur. E-mail ya da telefon araciligi ile katilim saglayabilecegini ifade eden
isletmelerde ise anket formu, gonderilen katilimci sayisi ile sinirh kalmigtir. Arastirma neticesinde elde
edilen bulgulardan yola ¢ikilarak, isletme yoOneticilerine ve ¢alisma yapacak aragtirmacilara yol gosterici
oneriler sunulabilir. Isletmelerin uygulamaya gegirecekleri inovasyonlarin yikici etkisini ortaya
cikarmak icin, yapisal 6zelliklerini iyi tamimlayarak gerektiginde yapilandirilmasinin énemli olacagi
degerlendirilmektedir. Ayrica miisteri ihtiyaglarini siirekli gézlemleyerek, isletme i¢i ve disi iletigim
kanallartm1 iyi kullanarak bilgi paylasiminin siirekli hale getirilmesi, yapilacak olan yikict
inovasyonlarin basarisini etkileyecektir. Gelecek donemlerde yapilacak caligmalarin, farkli sektdr ve
farkli bolgelerde yapilmasi ve igletmenin sahip oldugu iletisim, kiiltiir, motivasyon gibi unsurlarla yikici
inovasyon arasindaki nedensel iligskiyi daha derinlemesine analiz etmesi, bu alandaki bilgi boslugunu
doldurabilir.

Beyan ve Aciklamalar
1. Arastirmacilarin katki oram beyami: Birinci yazar % 50, ikinci yazar % 50.

2. Cikar catismasi: Herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigsmasi bulunmamaktadir.
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3. Etik Raporu: Inénii Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel Arastirma Etik Kurulu,
03/12/2021-E.115478

4. Arastirmanin Modeli: Nicel arastirma teknigi ile yapilan bu arastirmada basit tesadiifi
ornekleme tiirii ve anket yontemiyle aragtirma verileri toplanmastir.

5. Bilgilendirme: Bu calisma Prof. Dr. Biinyamin AKDEMIR damigmanliginda Temmuz 2023
tarihinde tamamladigimiz “Orgiitsel bagisiklik ile yikici inovasyon iliskisi: Orta biiyiikliikteki
isletmelerde bir arastirma” baslikli doktora tezi esas almarak hazirlanmustir. (Doktora Tezi, Inonii
Universitesi, Malatya, Tiirkiye, 2023).
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